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Lawyers who remember the eminent services rendered by Sir. 
Artuur Onarzs while on the bench of the a Court will 
rejoice at his appointment as a member of the Privy Council. 
If only the deafness which led to his retirement from the bench 
can be alleviated so as to allow him to sit as a member of the 
Judicial Committee, his keen intellect, sagacity, and learning 


| will greatly strengthen that tribunal. It is interesting to note 
that he has now become a member of the very court before 


which, thirty-five years ago, he appeared as junior counsel for 
the defendent in “he An adhe on of Martin Mackonochie, and 
laid the foundation of his future eminence as an advocate. His 
brother, Mr. E. Cxarxgs, was junior counsel on the other side; 
but, to the deep regret of all who knew him, died during the 
progress of the cause. 





CasES CONTINUE to come before the courts in which the 
question is whether commission is payable for the introduction 
of the purchaser of a house. In some of these cases, where 
one or more agents have intervened, the jury appear to lose 
sight of the real bargain,- by which only one commission is 


| payable, and, looking at the case like a claim for salvage in the 


Admiralty Court, decide that any agent who has moved in the 


| matter is entitled to some commission. The position of the 
| vendor of property who employs more than one agent is not 


unattended with hardship. He is quite willing to hand over 
the amount of the commission to the person entitled to it, and 
where a contest has arisen between several claimants, he thinks 
it hard that he should be at the ex and risk of determining 
which is right. He may be told that the question is, who 
brought about the contract of sale between him and the 
purchaser of the property? But this question is often too 
subtle for him to decide. The only rem seems to be for the 
vendor in all cases to stipulate that he be liable to pay one 
to frame some test which must be 
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Tax “srack ust” of habitual drunkards created by the 
Licensing Act, 1902, may serve to remind us that at a short 
distance from this country, in France, there has been for many 
years another black list, that of prodigals or spendthrifts. By 
section 513 of the Code Napoleon, prodigals may be deprived 
by interdict of the right of taking proceedings in the courts, of 
borrowing money, or of alienating or incumbering their 
property by mortgage, without the assistance of an adviser|so far been stated for the opinion of the High Oourt o 
nominated by the court. A petition for such an interdict may | points of law. There are no means of saying whethe 
be presented by any relation of the spendthrift. At a recent | the _—— of appeals allowed is greater or less thap 
sitting of the French courts the daughter of a French | usual, or how many appeals have been successful in which 
Duke applied for the withdrawal of such an interdict,| the sole ground of refusal was that the house was not 
which had been obtained against her, on the ground that/| required. It is not, therefore, easy to determine whether the 
since the making of the order she had satisfied all her debts, | rather sanguine anticipations entertained in some quarters 
and had even saved money out of her income. It was expected | of the quarter sessions redressing the balance and remedying the 
that the “‘ family council ”—an institution also unknown in this | suggested abuse of their licensing powers, has been fulfilled or 
country — would vigorously oppose the application. Some} not. On the whole, this return does not seem to afford any real 
argument for the introduction of the French law into this basis for the argument, so freely urged in some quarters, that 
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It is certainly difficult for the Court of Appeal to judge whethg 


the justices have exercised their discretion judicially unless 

do state the grounds for their decision. It further appears from 
the return under notice that, up to the 8th of June, there hag 
been 340 appeals to quarter sessions. Of these 32 wor 
abandoned, 139 were dismissed, and 159 allowed, while 10 ay 
still pending; and is it very noticeable that only 12 cases hays 
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country might easily be found in some of the recent proceedings 
in the Court of Bankruptcy, but it appears to be the policy of 
our law to give full liberty to all sane persons to waste their 
substance in extravagant living. 





In THE casE of Re A Debtor (ante, p. 618) the Court of 
Appeal.have come to a decision which produces the result that a 
man who is indebted to a company for calls, and to whom the 
company is indebted in a larger amount, can be made a bank- 
rupt in respect of his debt to the company if the company is 
being wound up. This distinctly startling result is produced by 
the application of the rather artificial rule that after liquidation, 
although the action is brought in the name of the company, 
it is really brought by the liquidator for the benefit of the 
creditors of the company whom he represents. Therefore, once 
you arrive at this state of the facts, the question of the company’s 
indebtedness is immaterial. If a person owes only £50 in 
respect of calls, and the company owes him £5,000 for moneys 
advanced, still, in an action by the liquidator, he cannot set off 
the company’s debt, since there is no ‘‘ mutuality.”” Neither can 
he, the court has just decided, use the fact of such indebtedness as 
a ground for getting a bankruptcy notice founded on the debt 
for £50 set aside, since it is not ‘‘a counterclaim, set off, or 
cross-demand which equals or exceeds the amount of the judg- 
ment debt, and which he could not set up in the action in 
which the judgment was obtained,” within section 4 (g) 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Such a set off must 
be enforceable at the moment of the hearing of the 
application to set aside the bankruptcy notice. The 
act of bankruptcy then will become complete, and of 
course this indebtedness by the company to the debtor cannot 
be set up again as a defence to a petition founded on it. It may 
be that the court, which has a discretion to make or refuse a 
receiving order, would refuse to make the order in such circum- 
stances. But, in view of the nature of the reasoning on which 
the court arrived at its decision, it is hard to see how such an 
exercise of its discretion could be upheld. It is noticeable that 
Vavenays Wits, L.J., characterized the case as very difficult, 
and only came to his decision with some doubt. The result 
certainly seems a very unsatisfactory one, and calculated to work 
considerable injustice. Leave to appeal, however, does not 
appear to have been asked for, so that the law on the subject | 
must be considered to be settled for the present. 





Apropos of our article last week relating to the exercise by 
the justices of their licensing discretion, it is interesting to 
notice that, according to a recent Parliamentary return, 


| the justices have recently adopted a hostile attitude towards the 
‘trade. In fact, we are convinced that such an attitude is very 
rare and is mainly confined to a few well known localities. 


| Tere was recently been some correspondence in the news 
| papers as to the loss sustained by scholars at Eton owing to the 
| fire in the house where they were boarded. One of these corre. 
spondents says it is unjust that the burthen of the loss of the 
clothes, books, and general belongings of the boys should fall 
upon their parents and guardians, while another urges that the 
master ought to have inserted in his fire policy a clause covering 
the property of his pupils, tutors, and servants to a stated 
amount. Then we have the experience of a third person, who 
says that he was the proprietor of a boarding school ; that at 
the time when he effected an insurance he specially directed the 
agent to see that his fire policy covered the boys’ effects as well 
as his own, and that the phrase “including goods in trust for 
which the assured is responsible,” was added to his policy by the 
office, which the agent told him was the language of the office 
to express his instructions, but that when the school was bumt 
down and the boys’ property destroyed, it was decided at an 
arbitration, to which his claim was referred, that the effects of 
the boys were there for their convenience, were not in trust 
to the master, and hence were not protected by the policy, 
inasmuch as he was not legally responsible for them. It 
is weil known that carriers, wharfingers, and warehousemen 
are in the habit of effecting policies of fire insurance on 
merchandize ‘‘in trust or on commission” for which they are 
responsible in or on certain specified warehouses, vaults, wharves, 
&c, But these policies apply only to goods for which the assured 
are responsible, and we should be rather surprised if the master 
of a house in Eton were to admit that the books, clothing, and 
other effects belonging to the scholars were in his custody and 
that he was responsible for them. It may, therefore, be con- 
tended that if the master suffers no damage by the loss by fire 
of these articles, he has no insurable interest in them. But con- 
venience is so strongly in favour of permitting the authorities of 
a college or schoolhouse to insure the effects of their scholars 
against fire, that we cannot see any legal objection to a floating 
policy for this purpose, even though the assured are not, strictly 
speaking, the bailees of the goods. The company would in all 
likelihood accept the policy even if the words “ for which the 
assured is responsible” were omitted, and if the master, evel 
without a contract to insure the goods, in fact insured them, this 
would be a voluntary trust on behalf of his scholars, and he 
would be liable to account to them for the amount which he 
received from the company in respect of the loss to their 
property. 











— of refusal to renew licences at the late Brewster 
ions were in no less than two hundred and twenty cases the 
fact that they were no longer necessary to meet the needs of the | 
locality. This was the sole ground in these cases, but in the 


Iy rue case of Islington Corporation y. Lendon School Board 
( Zimes, 2nd inst.) the Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of 


| Wuicnr, J. (51 W. R. 255 ; 1902, 2 K. B. 701), have declined to 


hundred and one other cases the same ground formed one | allow the provision in the Local Government Act, 1899 (62 & 63 
among other grounds. There were only ten cases in which the | Vict. c. 14), with respect to the consolidation of the poor rate 


grounds were not stated. 
that justices are not bound to state the grounds of their 
jor l but, as a rule, they do, and it is certainly desir- 


able that they should do so in view of a possible appeal, 





Of course, it will be remembered | the general rate to be used for effecting a change in so completely 
different a statute as the Lands Olauses Act, 1845. 


By section 


133 of the latter Act, when lands are taken for public purposes 
the promoters are required to make good any deficiency 2 
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rate which may be caused in consequence of the 
being temporarily unproductive, and this liability 
gotinues until the works are completed and a fresh 
ysessment to the poor rate is made. This provision does not 
pake the promoters liable to be directly rated ; it only imposes 
them the duty of making good the loss to the poor rate im- 
mediately caused by their operations: Mayor of v. St. 
Andrew’ s, Holborn (Li. R. 2 CO. P. 574). But under the expression 
“poor-rate,” are included rates which are chargeable on the poor 
mite, and not only rates made for poor-law purposes properly so- 
called. Thus in Farmer v. London and North-Western Railway 
fo. (36 W. R. 590, 20 Q. B. D. 788) it was held that borough 
rte and county rate, when payable by statute out of the poor 
rate, were within section 133, and that the deficiency in such 
rates had to be made good by promoters. In the present case 
an attempt was made to give the same effect to section 10 (2) of 
the Government Act, 1899, which provides that the general 
rate and the poor rate are to be assessed and levied together by the 
borough council as one rate, to be termed the general rate and to be 
assessed and collected as if it were the poor rate; and the sub- 
section concludes: ‘‘ All enactments applying or referring to the 
r rate shall, subject to the provisions of this Act as to audit, 
© conatrusd as applying or referring also to the general rate.” 
These words certainly are of very general import, but Wrieur, J., 
held that they are to be confined to the machinery for collecting 
the general rate, and do not identify that rate with the poor rate 
for all ses so as to bring the general rate within section 
183 of the Lands Clauses Act. And the Court of Appeal agree 
that the Local Government Act is not to be taken as increasing 
the burden imposed by the earlier Act. In principle there may 
beno very clear reason for making the distinction between the 
por rate and other rates, and if section 133 were to be redrafted 
itwould very possibly be extended to cover all rates. But it is 
important that legislation passed for one purpose should not be 
illowed by a mere accident to affect earlier legislation passed for 
adifferent purpose. From this point of view it may be thought 
that Farmer v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (supra) is 
open to criticism. 





Tue taw relating to the rights of the public over strips of 
roadside waste is more difficult, perhaps, in application than 
in principle. In Reg. v. United Kingdom Electric Telagraph Co. 
(10 W. R 538, 6 L. T. 378) Crompron, J., referred to the 
result of the earlier cases in these words: ‘‘Taken altogether, 
I think it comes to this, that primd facie, when you look at 
p highway running between fences, unless there is something 
shew the contrary, the public have a right to the whole, 
ad are not confined to the metalled part of it.” The reason 
is assumed to be that in ancient times a roadside owner who 
inclosed up to the edge of the road in actual use made himself 
liable to repair it, and he avoided this liability by leaving a vacant 
strip over which the public could go when the ordinary road 
was impassable: Steel v. Prickett (2 Stark., p. 469). So that a 
space of fifty or sixty feet lying between the inclosing fences 
would all be part of the high road: Rex v. Wright (3 B. & Ad., 
p. 683). But in Weeld v. Hendon Urban District Council (81 L. T. 
405) it was pointed out in the Court of Appeal that there was no 
hard and fast rule to be laid down, and thatin each case the par- 
‘ticular circumstances must be taken into consideration. “ It seems 
to me very difficult,” said Lord Russzexz, OJ., “to give 
tsent to such a general proposition as this, that under 
all conditions where you find a metalled road bordered 
by unmetalled margins, and beyond the margins by hedges, 
there is an invariable presumption that all the space between 
the hedges is highway. The question whether such a space is 
all highway would depend to a great extent, I think, on many 
other circumstances, such, for instance, as the nature of the 
district through which the road passes, the width of the margins, 
theregularity of the line of the hedges, and the levels of the 
land adjoining the road.” All these, therefore, are matters to be 

ken into consideration, but only, as appears from the decision 
this week of Joycn, J., in Harvey v. Zruro Rural District Councit 

Times, 29th ult.), for the purpose of seeing whether the primd 

rule is displaced. Under the circumstances of that case the 
ed judge held that there was nothing in the dimensions, shape, 
or character of the ground to make the presumption mem 


able. Hence the whole space between the fences was highway, 
and, under the rule, “once a highway, always a highway,” 
recent acts of alleged exclusive possession were ineffectual to 
prejudice the public right. It is a matter of some surprise that 
a case of this kind should come from Cornwall to London. In 
the similar case of Locke-King v. Woking Urban District Council 
(77 L. T. 790) Kexewron, J., found a “view” of great assist- 
ance, and at any rate such cases depend essentially upon local 


knowledge. 





WE nave not the materials to criticize, even if we desired to 
do so, the decision of B J., in Re Samuel Allsopp § Sons 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere), but it illustrates the strictness with 
which the court views the attempt of a majority of shareholders to 
vary the rights of a dissentient minority, even though such 
minority may be relatively almost insignificant. The capital of 
the company is given as £3,300,000, divided into £1,100,000 six 
per cent. preference stock, £1,100,000 preferred ordinary stock, 
and the same amount of deferred ordinary stock. It was alleged 
that, of the total amount, £1,430,000 was lost or unrepre- 
sented by available assets, and it was ig an leaving the 
preference stock intact, to get rid of this loss by writing off 
10s. in the pound of the preferred stock and 16s. in the pound of 
the deferred. Thus the respective amounts after the reduction 
would be £1,100,000 preference stock, £550,000 preferred 
ordinary stock, and £220,000 deferred ordinary stock. The 
scheme was supported apparently by all the stockholders of the 
first and the third class, but was opposed by preferred ordinary 
stockholders to the amount of £62,000—that is, about one- 
seventh of that class. On the question whether the capital 
had been lost, Byryz, J., accepted the figures put before him, 
and made some interesting observations on the function of 
the court in this respect. “In cases like the present,” 
he said, “the court, not being assisted by any official 
or independent critic of figures, if satisfied as to the 
bona fides of the accountants and professional witnesses, and that 
sufficient o agp | has been given to parties interested to in- 
vestigate im and that the principles upon which the con- 
clusions have been arrived at are accepted, and that the figures 
are unchallenged, must act upon them.” The learned judge 
was prepared to criticize the figures, but he recognized that his 
criticisms might be answerable, and as the figures satisfied the 
above test he accepted them and treated the loss as proved. But 
upon examination of the present and prospective positions of the 
various classes of stockholders, and especially of the opposing 
preferred stockholders, and u consideration of various 
changes as to voting power and other matters affecting the 
management of the company, he held that the scheme was not 
fair to the holders of preferred ordinary stock, and declined, 
therefore, to sanction it. 





By rue kindness of a learned correspondent we have had the 
opportunity of me 5 pamphlet, just received in this country, 
which contains in the protest made in April last by the 
judges of the Court of A of New Zealand against certain 
remarks made by the Judicial Committee in the case of Wallis 
v. Solicitor-General. The — was made at a sitting of the 
Court of Appeal, at which Sir Rosgrr Srovr, O.J., and Epwarps, 
J., were present. The chief justice, who had not himself been a 
party to the judgment impugned, dealt in detail with the judg- 
ments of the Court of Ap and of the Judicial Committee. 
The chief points he e were that the Judicial Committee 
had pronounced their judgment in ignorance of the laws 
affecting the title to land in New d, and that, in 
charging the court with subservience to the executive govern- 
ment, they quite misunderstood the circumstances of the case. 
Upon the merits of the first of these points we cannot, of course, 
enter, and as to the second we trust that the grievance will be 
cured by the assurance given by the Lord Chancellor on the 
27th ult., in answer toa question by Lord Hawxszssvry, that 
no attack upon the New Zealand Court of Appeal was intended. 





| 


Still, though it may be h that the incident will be considered 
as closed, it has obviously raised very strong i in the 
colony. Sir Rosgrr Srovr thought the matter sufficiently grave 


e 
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to warrant the following words, with which he concluded his 
protest : 
“The matter is really a serious one. A great Imperial judicial tribunal 

i in the capital of the Empire, dispensing justice even to the meanest 
of British subjects in the uttermost parts of the earth, is a great and noble 
ideal. But if that tribunal is not acquainted with the laws it is called upon to 
in t or administer, it may unconsciously become the worker of injustice. 
And if such should unfortunately happen, that Imperial spirit that is the 
true bond of union amongst his Majesty’s subjects must be weakened. 
At present we in New Zealand are, so far as the Privy Council is concerned, 
in .n unfortunate position. It has been shewn that it knows not our 
statutes, or our conveyancing terms, or our history. What the remedy may 
be, or can be, for such a state of things, it is not at present within my 
province to suggest.”’ 
This was followed by protests from Wiis and Epwarps, JJ. 
—the former learned judge is, by the way, a son of the late Mr. 
Josuva Witiiams, Q.C.—which shewed strong resentment against 
the charge of subserviency to the executive government, and at 
the close Mr. W. L. Travers, the doyen of the local bar, supported 
the protest in the name of the bar, and expressed complete 
pen as in the Court of Appeal. As we have already remarked, 
the Judicial Committee have disclaimed that their judgment— 
which seems to have been couched in unfortunate language— 
was intended as an attack on the New Zealand court, and 
doubtless such an incident will not be allowed to recur. But we 
had an idea that local knowledge was supposed to be supplied to 
the Judicial Committee by the presence on suitable occasions of 
Sir Rosert Srovr and other eminent colonial judges. Or has 
the scheme failed for want of colonial support, and is this at the 
bottom of the trouble? 





A RATHER unusual charge was preferred last week in the 
Clerkenwell police-court, when three young men were summoned 
for unla y wearing a uniform having the appearance of his 
Maj s uniform. The summons was based upon the Uniforms 
Act, 1894, which, by section 2, enacts that military uniforms are 
not to be worn without authority under a penalty of £5, with an 
exemption in the case of uniform or dress worn in the course of a 
stage play, music hall or circus performance, or in the course of a 
bond fide military representation. It appeared that the persons 

wore the uniform in a procession in aid of the local 
hospitals, that they belonged to a society called ‘“‘The Hope 
Benefit Society,” and that they had acted in ignorance of the 
law. The case was, therefore, dealt with leniently. But itis not 
long since processions, apparently of soldiers in uniform, walked 
the streets for the purpose of advertising some piece at one of 
the theatres, and there was ground for contending that both they 
and the person who employed them were liable to the substantial 
ties imposed by section 3 upon any person not serving in 
the Royal forces who wears without permission the uniform of 
any of those forces in such a manner or under such circumstances 
as to be likely to bring contempt upon that uniform. 





Tue Krxe’s Bench Division have just granted a rule nist for 
a mandamus calling upon the Vicar of St. Michael’s, Tenterden, 
to hold a poll for the election ofa churchwarden. It appeared 
that a lady was nominated for a vacancy in the office. No 
question seems to have arisen as to the eligibility of the lady as 
a candidate, and it is stated in Phillimore’s Ecclesiastical Law 
that a woman is qualified for the office of churchwarden. But 
so far as we can discover there is very little authority on the 
subject. This may be explained by the fact that women are not 
often nominated as churchwardens, but they are undoubtedly 

t to fill many offices in the kingdom, such as those of 
overseer of the poor, sexton, commissioner of sewers, returning 
officer for mem of Parliament, and constable. And if a 
woman cannot execute in person every part of the office ofa 
ehurchwarden, she may appoint a deputy. 





In THe casz of 2 young man charged with theft at a metro- 
— police-court it appeared that the prisoner was ‘‘ wanted” 
thefts alleged to have been committed by him in Canterbury 


and Essex, and the chief clerk explained that the prisoner could 
be ee ot ee completion of the sentence which the 
magistrate might think fit to pass upon him in the case in hand. 
The clerk said this was the course invariably adopted. We 
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think this statement is a little too wide, but in any case we An] 
with the magistrate, who thought that all the a the be! 
should be dealt with at one time, and that it was highly [limited 
inconvenient that a man should be arrested and taken t Imper! 
Canterbury after completing one sentence, and re-arrested again excuse 
by the Essex police after undergoing a second. Sootch 
ourselé 
Imper! 
The Imperial School of Law, 
A sum of over £100,000 has become available for legal education Tl 
through the sale of Clifford’s-inn and New-inn, both of them 
institutions which in their origin and history were Inns of We p 
Chancery devoted to the education of solicitors. The Attorney. the P, 
General has taken proceedings to have a scheme prepared by the 
the court for dealing with this fund on the cy pres principle, wi . 
With the consent of the court, those proceedings have been was 
suspended for a period, pending an inquiry whether the 415), 
necessary university and legal authorities can see their way to the 8¢ 
agree upon a scheme for a great school of law for training in der 
all the laws administered within the empire. by 0 

The benchers of the Inns of Court have appointed a com- = 
mittee to consider this question, and the committee has issued Seale | 
a report. So far all is regular enough. But the substance of shall 
that report, if the statement which has appeared in a daily as 
journal is correct, gives ground for some observations, not to sa in its 
criticisms, upon the remarkable self-complacency of the benchers oe 
of the several inns. They agree that it would be an excellent — 
thing to devote this £100,000 to a school of law, but only upon pnd 
two conditions—namely, (1) that none of the rights and duties : 
of the Inns of Court as to admission of students to the Inns of ers 
Court, qualification for and call to the Bar, and discipline shall pu b 
be trenched upon, and (2) that the Inns of Court shall haves oe 
preponderating influence over all other bodies combined upo ‘in 
the governing body of the school. In order to insure a per oe 
manent majority for themselves, they recommend a governing fair 
body of twenty-eight, of whom sixteen shall be nominated by ae 
the Inns of Court, four by the Law Society, three by univer y sth 
sities (one each by Oxford, Cambridge, and London), and fow befor 
by Ministers of the Crown (the Lord Chancellor, the Foreign A 
Secretary, the Colonial Secretary, and the Secretary for India), A 
and one by the governing body. Upon these conditions they N we 
recommend that the inns should make contributions of a _ 
undefined amount. There is a rumour that one of the Inns has ee 
not assented to the report, but it may be anticipated that be h 
ultimately the benchers will all come into line. 

But this nucleus of £100,000 morally belongs to the solicitors, see 
and a large part of it was in fact recovered by the Law Society mr 
as relators, without whom, as we believe, the Attorney-General porta 
was unwilling to proceed. And out of this consideration some Sie 
questions arise. “_ ie 

If the only assured fund comes from the property of solicitors, rat 
why are they to be relegated to a minority of one to four a allow 
compared with barristers upon the governing body ? 80 fa 

the Inns of Court claim a majority of four to one, will they of th 
put down a sum of money in like proportion, and, by adding the ] 
£400,000, make the endowment up to half a million? That tion 
would be honourable and consistent. Judi 

In particular, what has the Middle Temple (of which the per 
Attorney-General is treasurer) to say about the large sum of | 
money which was appropriated to them out of the proceeds of a ie 
sale of New-inn—a sum which is rumoured to be very largely obje 
in excess of the actuarial value of their reversion? Surely this 0 ¢ 
at least ought to be brought into the common stock, but so far n0 in bi 
hint of such a contribution is forthcoming. the : 

Then, will the great English universities be content with 8 shou 
representation in which the universitY representatives aré forr 
outnumbered by eight to one? They, with the provincial and 0 
colonial universities, have borne the brunt of such teaching @ fran 
the past, and will surely demand more recognition than this. mat 

And what will the provincial and colonial universities ton 
law societies think at being cold-shouldered out of the whole ther 
affair? ‘Will colonies like Oanada, with its French law, whi 
South Africa, with its Roman-Dutch law, be content with one The 

diso 






member en the Colonial Secretary, who is, 
y 


generally will be, eq ignorant of both laws? 
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An Imperial School of Law is a grand idea; but the ideas of 
the benchers of the Inns of Court are apparently a little more 
jimited. ‘‘ L’école, c'est nous /” is the nearest they can get to the 
Imperial vision. They are not all Scotchmen, or they might be 
excused for succumbing to the influence of the time-honoured 


Geotch prayer: ‘‘ We pray thee gi’e us a gude conceit o’ 
oursels 








” The last word has hardly been sai® yet on the great 
Imperial School of Law. 

















The Practice Notes on Taxation. 


We published last week the report of the Sca'e Committee on 
the Practice Notes on Taxation of Costs which has been adopted 
bythe Council of the Incorporated Law Society. The controversy 
which has arisen upon the authority of the notes, and which 
was decided against such authority in Re Ermen (51 W. R. 
475), will be fresh in our readers’ recollection. Until recently 
the scale of fees in Appendix N to the R. 8. C. was binding in 
all taxations in the Supreme Court, this effect being given to it 
by ord. 65, r. 8: ‘<In causes and matters commenced after these 
rales come into operation solicitors shall be entitled to charge 
and be allowed the fees set forth in the column headed ‘ Lower 
Scale’ in App. N in all causes and mattets, and no higher fees 
shall be allowed in any case, except such as are by this order 
otherwise provided for.”” This was-accompanied by rule 27 (29) 
in its old form, which provided that in party and party taxations 
unnecessary costs were not to be allowed. Then in January, 
1902, came the new form of the same rule, which substituted 
afirmative for negative words, and directed that on every taxa- 
tion all necessary costs should be allowed. When the rule was 
published it was obvious that its interpretation would cause 
trouble, for at first sight there is no appreciable difference be- 
tween not allowing unnecessary costs and allowing all necessary 
costs. But as Farwext, J., charitably remarked in Re Hrmen, 
when the Rule Committee alter the language of a rule, it is a 
fair presumption that they intend an alteration in its substance, 
and apparently the intention was to give the taxing-masters a 
discretion in the allowance of costs which they had not had 
before. This view had previously been taken by the Court of 
Appeal in McIver & Co. v. Tate Steamers (Limited) (50 W. R. 
642; 1902, 2 K. B. 184), and it was held that the items of App. 
N were no longer binding upon the taxing-masters. The principle 
was laid down that since the master is now authorized to 
illow all costs necessary or proper for the attainment of justice, 
he has a discretion to allow any charges suitable for this 

e, notwithstanding that they are in excess of the scale in 

ix N. 










































ndix N. 

Bat at the same time that the change which had this im- 
portant result was made in ord. 65, r. 27 (29), the following words 
were added to sub-rule 37: ‘But the taxing-masters shall 
have power to revise aud regulate the practice in regard to taxa- 
tion of costs and to the allowance of fees so as to assimilate the 
allowances for costs, and to secure uniformity upon all taxations 
80 far as may be practicable and expedient.” The general effect 
of the rule before the addition of those words was to maintain in 
the High Oourt and the Court of Appeal the practice as to taxa- 
tion of costs which prevailed in the courts existing before the 
Judicature Acts, save where such practice was expressly altered, 
and hence was perpetuated the difference in taxation which 
prevailed till recently in the King’s Bench and Chancery 

ivisions. In Re Ermen Fanwewt, J., pointed out that the 
object of the new words was to put an end to this difference, 
80 that the allowance for costs should be upon the same scale 
in both divisions, and he declined to admit that the addition to 


the rule authorized the masters to lay down regulations which | pl 


should have the effect of depriving them of the discretion con- 
ferred on them by the new sub-rule 29. 
Considering the manner in which the Rule Committee had 
the new rules, and that their effect was so om a 
matter of guesswork, it is not surprising that the masters nilod 
to realize the extent of the discretion which had been vested in 
them, and in the course of last year a pamphlet was published 
which was intended to introduce a new set of rules in taxation. 
The exact authority for this publication it is not very easy to 


Settled by the Masters in Hilary, Easter, and Trinity 
Sittings, 1902,” and it is issued as an official document 
by the Crown printers. But, so far as we can discover, it 
contains no hint as to the authority under which it was 
compiled. It may be presumed, however, that the masters 
intended to take advantage of the new power conferred upon 
them by sub-rule 37, and that the pamphlet contains the 
new regulations by which they are in future to be guided and 
by which similarity is to be introduced into all taxations. It 
would of course have been better had these regulations been 
published in draft and submitted to criticism in the ordinary 
way. They might thus have esca: the more drastic criticism 
of an adverse judicial decision. But with the general policy of 
having such rules there is no need to quarrel. It is as useful 
for solicitors in making out their bills as for the masters 
themselves in taxing them to have a settled practice to go by. 
But it must be understood that this practice applies only 
under ordinary circumstances, and that the masters are not 
at liberty to lay down any rules which fetter the free exercise 
of their discretion to allow all additional charges which the 
special circumstances of any particular case render proper. 
Maclver’s case establishes that the scale in Appendix N is no 
longer binding, and Re Zrmen establishes that the Practice 
Notes cannot reimpose any hard and fast rules. The par- 
ticular decision in the latter case related to the statement in 
the notes that for instructions for an originating summons the 
maximum of £1 1s. under Appendix N would not be exceeded. 
This was a statement which was ultra vires, and neither in this 
nor in any other case are the sums mentioned to be taken as 
applicable except under ordinary circumstances. 

But even for ordinary circumstances the Practice Notes fail 
in various cases to provide suitable remuneration, and the Scale 
Committee in their report call attention to numerous instances 
of this. Under the head of “ Abstract ” it is pointed out that the 
decision in Walters v. Chinery (34 Soxicrrors’ Journat 284), 
that 10s. an hour is the proper charge for producing deeds, 
justifies the customary charge of 15s. for attending to compare 
the deeds with the abstract, whereas the notes reduce it to 10s. 
Under the head of ‘“‘ Attendances” the notes give a long string 
of cases in which no charge is to be allowed ; notably, no charge 
can be allowed for an attendance on the other solicitor to talk 
over the proceedings. But, as the report points out, such an 
attendance may be most important, and arrangements may be 
come to by which t expense is saved. As regards many of 
the notes under this head the submits that they might 
either be omitted altogether or left to discretion. Under 
“ Auctions” the notes refuse any allowance to a solicitor for 
attending an auction of chattels, but the report emphasizes the 
occasional importance of such auctions by instancing the recent 
sale of an heirloom for £10,500. Under “ Case to advise ” the 
notes recognize that this may be allowed both before and duri 
action as between party aud party “if really useful 
necessary, but sparingly.” The report points out that these 
costs should also owed as between solicitor and client. At 
present a solicitor who takes the very proper and useful course of 
obtaining an opinion before issuing an originating summons 
has the costs of doing so disallowed. The notes refuse to allow 
any charge for looking up old papers, but on what ground it 
is not easy to imagine. This may t substantial and use- 
ful work, and, if so, it should be paid for. ‘‘Asa rale”—so 
runs the note under the head ‘“ Telephone ”’—“ nothing will be 
allowed for an attendance by telephone, but if the master 
thinks the subject of the telephonic communication of 
intrinsic value he may allow it as a letter or 
at his discretion.” But the ‘telephone is not exactly a 
aything, nor do solicitors use it to beguile the tedium of 
idle hours. The report suggests that there should be no 
presumption that telephonic communications are not of intrinsic 
value; and, indeed, if they are entered in the bill it will be 
usually found that they mean work done. The draftsman of 
the note would probably have worded it differently if he had to 
do his ordinary work in the midst of continual telephonic 
interruptions, 

Of course the whole system of paying for litigious work by 
items is unsati per epee greta 

A great deal of 





ver. It is entitled “ Practice Notes on Taxation of ts 


ayetem which ie clearty better hes ‘been Sound. 
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information as to methods of remuneration in various countries 
was collected some years ago by Master MACDONELL, and 
ublished in the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation 
or March, 1897. Some countries reject the itém system 
altogether, and nowhere, Master Macponzt1 said, “ except in 
Saakend and in colonies which have adopted a procedure 
similar to ours is an attempt made to separate the items of 
services with the minuteness to be found in an English bill of 
costs.” In the United States payment of a lump sum is the 
usual plan, the amount being fixed partly by the difficulty and 
importance of the services and partly by the ability of the client 
to pay; and, moreover, each party pays his own costs (except 
court fees), regardless of the result of the litigation. With us 
the tendency is to make the losing party give to the victor a 
full indemnity, and the system of payment of a lump sum would 
hardly give scope for a party and party taxation. But if there 
is no chance of escape from the item system, it seems to follow 
that this system should be effectively applied—in other words, 
that every service involving work and a useful result should be 
paid for. Whether this is compatible with the plentiful use of 
the word “ni” in the Practice Notes we must leave readers of 
the notes to judge. 








Reviews. 


Law of Contract. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE ENGLISH LAW OF CONTRACT AND OF AGENCY 
IN ITs ReLaTion To Contract. By Sir WiLtiAmM R. ANSON, 
Bart., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, Warden of All Souls’ College, 
Oxford. TENTH Epition. The Clarendon Press; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

At first sight it is somewhat surprising that the author of the 
book should have found time in the midst of his political and 
administrative activities to produce a new edition, but the pre- 
face states that the necessary assistance has been given by Mr. 
Graham Harrison, of Lincoln’s-inn, and doubtless to this gentleman 
it is due that this useful treatise has been brought so thoroughly up 
to date. Thus of recent decisions we find references to [‘o/Aurst v. 
Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (51 W. R. 81), on 
the assignability of contracts; to Keighley, Mazted, & Co. 
v. Durant (1901, A. C. 240), on the ratification of an agent’s 
contract ; and to Oliver v. Bank of England (1902, 1 Ch. 610) in the 
Court of Appeal. The decision of the House of Lords in the last case 
was not given till March, and is notincluded. Of matters which have 
been the subject of notable decisions in recent times, interesting 
discussions are given of the rule as to liability for fraud established 
by Derry v. Peek (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337), and of the modifi- 
cation of the doctrine of restraint of trade introduced by the Norden- 
Seldt case (1894, A. C. 548). The study of the book should mean for 
students a liberal education in the law of contract; for practitioners 
it is a ready guide to the leading decisions. 





Leading Cases. 


Frrreen Decistve Batries or THE Law: Berne a Srupy or 
Some Lzeapryc Cases iy THE LAW or ENGLAND. By ERNEST 
ArTHvR Jer, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 


(Limited). 

Mr. Jelf has carried out with some ingenuity his analogy of litiga- 
tion to the battlefield, and his book will serve to amuse an idle hour 
and alse to help to impress on the mind some great principles of the 
law. The cases which he has chosen include Ashby v. White—‘ ubi 
jus ubi remedium”—Ward v. Turner on donatio mortis caus4, Hadley 
v. Basesdale on the measure of damages, Derry v. Peek on fraud, and 
Allen v. Flood on malice as an ingredient in a cause of action; and 
these and the other leading cases are narrated so as to give the reader 
a lively impression of the course and result of the litigation. But it is 
surely somewhat misleading to give Mitchell v. Reynolds as a leading 
case on restraint of trade without any allusion to the Nordenfeldt case, 
which is usually supposed to have partially overruled it. And the late 
Judge French, who was counsel in the leading case of Mersey Steel Co. v. 
Naylor, is described as still living. The contents of the book 
appeared in « contempc in serial form, but some slight revision 
might be expected on republication. 







Books Received. 


The ial Statutes Applicable to the Colonics. Vol.1.: Statut™ 
of Genes) Application VoL Il.: Statutes of Special Applicatio 





Vol. I.: Statutes of General Application down to the year 194 
Edward VII.). By Francis Taytor Precorr, M.A., LL.M. p! 
cureur and Advocate-General of Mauritius. William Clowes 
Sons (Limited). 


A Compendium of Compensation Cases, containing a Summary of 














survives the husband, and since the class of next-of-kin is in aay 
event artificial, it must be ascertained on thfbasis of the hypothess 
being true. The death of the wife must be assumed to take place 
just after that of the husband and the class of next-of-kin is the 
ascertained ; that is, it is ascertained at the death of the husband— 
Re Purson’s SETTLEMENT (Byrne, J., May 14) (51 W. R. 519). 








In the House of Lords on Tuesday, the Royal Assent was om to the 
Finance Act, the Naval Forces Act, and the Coal Mines (Certificates) Ad, 





and to a large number of private and provisional order confirmation Act 











Cases reported in the Estates Gazette between the Ist of Jamar Bi 
1892, and the 3ist of December, 1902. By G. St. Lecer Damm °% 

LL.Bs(Lond.), Bariister-at-Law. Estates Gazette (Limited), coe 
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Correspondence. — 

A New Form of Advertising. —_ & 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } Jun 

Sir,—An individual called upon me the other day, stating thatheysime Fenton | 
compiling a book giving a short statement of the lives of the leadi ~ Cau 
members of the legal profession, with a likeness of each one; andy ) 
asked for a short statement regarding myself and for one of my phot. heal 
graphs. When asked who made the selection of names to appy 
in the book, he replied that he relied on solicitors to supply him wij 
names, and produced some printed likenesses. I need not add thy 
each party complying with his request would be expected to pp. Miller & 
chase a copy of the work when published. nev 

As, possibly, some, urithinkingly, or perhaps through being flatter! La’ 
might be tempted to give particulars and photographs of themsely, Dis 
I hope, sir, you will use your influence to warn solicitors and prev Yeatm: 
them from encouraging a form of advertisement which I think wouj in 
be generally considered as highly unbecoming and unprofessional, me 

17, Spring-gardens, London, 8.W., June 29. CEcIL Dowsoy, (se 

Bray a 

| : 
Points to be Noted. ae 
Conveyancing. Yi 

‘‘Become Entitled."—The words ‘‘become entitled” my, . 
according to the context in which they are used, mean becom : 
entitled either in possession or in interest. A testatrix gave all he 
property to trustees on trust for her son R. for life, and uponbhis 
decease she specifically devised certain freeholds among her eight Camb 
grandchildren, the sons and daughters of R., by name. The residw 0 
was given upon trust to pay the income to R.'s wife for life and then I 
for division amongst all R.'s children. The will contained a direction 
that ‘‘ in the event of either of my a dying before i 
entitled to any share of my estate hereinbefore in any way disposedof,” Camb 
such share should go over as mentioned. It was held by the Gout d 
of Appeal, affirming Joyce, J., that in this connection the words I 
‘becoming entitled’ meant entitled in possession. It will k Grant 
observed that, as regards the residue, the primary gift was not to R's I 
children by name, but to all his children, and hence would ineluée : 
children born after the testatrix’s death. This was regarded in the ; 
Court of Appeal as an additional reason for postponing the inde ; 
feasible vesting of the gifts until the death of the tenant for life.—Rs 
MAvUNDER (C. A., March 3) (51 W. R. 549). 

Marriage Settlement—Ultimate Trust of Wife’s Property— Gree 
The ordinary clause in a marriage settlement by which the ultimate | 
trust of the wife’s property if she predeceases the husband is for he 
next-of-kin as if she died intestate and without having bea Islix 
married is occasionally varied by providing that, on the death of the 
survivor of the husband and wife the property shall be held i 
trust for the next-of-kin of the wife as if she had survive Rat! 
her husband and died intestate. The question then arise 
whether the class of next-of-kin, in the event of the wit 
predeceasing the husband, is to be ascertained at the death of the 
wife or of the husband. If the only object of the clause is to exclule 
the husband, there is no reason why the date of the wife’s death 
should not be taken; but, though the course of decision has nét 
been uniform, the grammatical meaning of the words seems to be too ! 
clear to allow of this being done. The hypothesis is that the wile out 
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Result of Appeals. 


House of Lords. 


Close, Brothers & Co. v. Assets Development Co. (Limited) et é contra. 
Further and fully heard and consideration adjourned sine die. June 25. 

Harrison (Pauper) v. Cordner and Others. (Second appeal.) Further heard 
for appellant (appellant appearing in person). Counsel appearing 
for the respondents, but not called on. Order appealed from affirmed 
and appeal dismissed; but withont prejudice to any application 
which the appellant may be advised to make on the distribution of the 
fundsin court. June 29. 

Abram Coal Co. (Limited) v. Southern (Ex parte). Fully heard for the 
—— Order appealed from affirmed and appeal dismissed. 
June 29. 

Fenton (Pauper) v. J. Thorley & Co. (Limited). Further hearing resumed. 

- Cause fully heard and consideration adjourned sine die. June 30. 

Fullerton and Another v. Provincial Bank of Ireland. Further and fully 

heard and consideration adjourned till to-morrow. July 2. 
Appeal Court I. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Miller & Son & Co. v. Radford. Application of plaintiffs for judgment or 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. 
Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex (set down March 24, 1903). 
Dismissed with costs. June 27. 

Yeatman v. London Liverpool Ashanti (Limited). Application of plaintiff 
in person for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judg- 


ment, at trial before Mr. Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex 
(set down March 6, 1903). Dismissed with costs. June 29. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

Bray and Another v. Barnes and Others. Appeal of plaintiffs from order 
of Mr. Justice Darling (set down Nov. 21, 1902—restored by order). 
Allowed with costs. June 29. 

In re The Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. In the Matter of an Applica- 
tion by Baring Brothers & Co. (Limited), against claims by H. T. 
Van Laun. Application of W. W. Lewison from order of Mr. 
Justice Phillimore (set down June 16, 1903). Allewed on preliminary 


objection. June 29. 
(Admiralty.) 
(Final List.) 

Cambridge—1902— Folio 156. The Commissioners for executing the office 
of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland ». The Great Eastern Railway Co. (damage). Appeal of 
— from judgment of the President (set down June 25, 1902). 

missed with costs. July 1. 

Cambridge—1902—Folio 156. Same v. Same (damage). A of 
defendants from judgment of the President (set down July i908). 
Dismissed with costs. July 1. 

Grand Duchess Olga—1902—Folio 226—1901—C.—1,206 (Liverpool). 

Richard Cornelius & Co. v. Owners of French ship or vessel — 


Duchess Olga (damage to cargo). Appeal of defendants from judgment 
of the President (set down May 29, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 


July 2. 
Appeal Court II. 
(Final List.) 

Greaves and Pollexfen v. Lilly. Appeal of defendant from judgment of 
Mr. Justice Lawrance (set down Aug. 7, 1902), Allowed with costs ; 
order for payment out of money paid into court for stay. June 29. 

Islington Borough Council ». The London School Board. Appeal of 
age from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright (special case), set 

own July 25, 1902. Dismissed with costs. July 1. 

Rathbone Brothers _& Co. v, David MacIver, Sons & Co. (Limited). 
Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Wills, without a 
fay, Liverpool (set down Aug. 13, 1902). Allowed with costs. 

y 2. 


{Complied by Mr. Anruur F. Cuarrue, Shorthand Writer.] 








A return shewing the working of the regulations made in 1886 for carryin 
out the Prosecution of Offences Acts, 1879 and 1884, with statistios 
rac forth the number, nature, result, and cost of the proceedings 
: tuted by the director in accordance with those regulations, from the 
st of January, 1902, to the 31st of December, 1902, has been issued. The 
Conduct of the prosecution was undertaken by the Director of Public 
ations in 454 cases in 1892. There were faa applications made to 
ih tor in connection with criminal offences which were dealt with 
a — than by a Treasury prosecution. There is a continued decrease 
> © number of coinage aggre stipes 1902 there were fewer cases with 
ore convictions than in 1901, Murder charges in 1902 numbered 113 (122 
ers), and 27 convictions were followed by death sentences, One case 
n was madeout, and the prisoner Lynch was apntenced to death, 
later reprieved and sent. to penal servitude for a . The director 


being 
took against 15 solicitors for offences, 





Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re THE BOLTON ESTATES ACT. RUSSELL v. MEYRICEK. No. 2. 
Ist, 2nd, 20th. and 21st May ; 23rd June. 


Srarvre — Private Acr — Construction — Restraint on ALIENATION — 
Exception ry Favour or JorxturRES—JoInTuRE APPpornTED BY WiLi— 
Vauipiry or Exercise or Power—Construction oF Ear.rer Act sy Law 


as Existine at Later Trwe. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. By a private Act (27 
Hen. 8, c. xvi.) certain estates were settled upon certain and the 
heirs of their bodies, and it was provided that none of the persons so 
entitled should ‘‘alyen, bargayn, give, or selle any of the . . . premysses 
es deat nor any other thing tee aids should be to the hurte or di i- 
tance of the heires of any of them . . . but only for the joynter of 
wyfe or wyfes for the terme of lyfe or lyves of any husband . . . or 
for terme of lyfe of any other person or for years or at wyll after custome 
of the manour yelding the true and auncient rent of the same landes 
. . . but that all and every other acte or actes hereafter done or 
suffered contrary to the true intent of this present Acte shall be — 
and of none effecte in the law.”” This proviso was recited in the ton 
Estates Act, 1863, which was passed mainly to enable the granting 
of building and mining leases and the partition and sale of the estates. 
At the date of his death, in 1902, General A. W. H. Meyrick was 
entitled to an undivided third share of the said estates as tenant in tail. 
By a codicil to his will he purported in exercise of the powers contained in 
the two Acts, and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, to 
appoint, bequeath, and give to his wife for the residue of her life by way 
of jointure the whole of his third or other share in the premises to the 
utmost extent of his power in as general and complete a measure as 
possible. No deed or disentailing assurance appointing his share to his 
wife by way of jointure was ever executed by the testator. A summons 
was then out by the heirs-at-law of the testator to have it determined 
whether upon the true construction of the Acts he had power by will or 
codicil to appoint the income of his said share for the jointure of any wife 
who might survive him. Joyce, J., held that the power to jointure was 
not exercisable by will. The widow appealed. 

Tue Covrr (VaveHan Writurams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wits and Rowrr, L.JJ., concurred with the judgment of 
Cozens-Hardy, L.J. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I am clearly of opinion that the successive takers 
under the Act were tenants in tail enjoying all such rights, powers, and 
privileges as were possessed by tenants in tail after the te de Donis 
subject only to the proviso in the Act: see 4.-G. v. Duke of Marlborough (3 
Madd. 498). That proviso prohibits alienation, except (inter alia) 
‘‘for the joynter of wyfe or wyfes.”’ It is contended that this proviso 
being in form an exception from a prohibition the tenant in tail is 
left quoad the jointure in the same position as if the prohibition had 
not been inserted in the Act and never could of or create any 
interest out of his estate tail by will, but that the only mode by which a 
jointure could be created was by fine or recovery and is now by a dis- 
entailing assurance. On the other hand, it is contended that the Act 
confers a power which may be exercised by any instrument known to the 
law for the time being. On the whole I have concluded that the former 
view cannot prevail. I am not satisfied that a jointure could have been 
created by means of a recovery, but even if it could such a jointure would have 
been good only against the issue of the tenant in tail and against the 
remainder over. Also it is almost inconceivable that the customary leases for 
life or years of the ancient rent should have required a fine or recovery in 
each case with all its delay and cost. Fourthly, the words are sufficient 
to create a power if it is n to render the Act rative: Reade 
v. Nash (Leon. 147). Fifthly, re are dicta by Lord ld with 
reference to this very Act in which the temants in tail are said to have 

wer to lease: Roe d. Duke of Bolton v. Grantham (3 Barn. 1267), Bar? of 
Darlington v. Pult (1 — 267). Inthe sixth , the usage of the 
Bolton estate since the Act for a period of more three centuries is 
only consistent with this view. Lastly, the Bolton Estates Act, 1865, con- 
tains a recital that Katherine Duchess of Bolton, who died in 1809, had a life 
estate under a settlement or deed of appointment made under the powers 
of jointuring contained in the Act. Section 4 speaks of a wife claiming 
any life estate under the powers of the Act, and similar language is used in 
section 9. It remains to consider whether although neither fine or recovery 
nor disentailing assurance is n to the creation of a jointure it can 
be created by will. Now, a from custom, a will had before 32 Hen. 8, 
no operation upon land, and it a to suppose that in 1555 an 
exercise of the power by a testamentary instrument was conte ted. Thave 
felt the weight of this argument, but on the authority of Vernon's ease (4 Co. 1) 
I think it must be held the argument is unsound. The Statute of Uses, 
which was enacted in the same as the Bolton Estates Act, 1555, con- 
tained provisions to the effect that awife for whom a jointure should be 
provided should not also claim dower, It was held in Terwen’s case that 
a devise of land to a wife is a jointure within the Statute of Uses. This 
seems to justify the conclusion that a jointure under the power conferred 
by the Bolton Estates Act — tenants in tail may be well created by 

@ result is that the order of Joyoe, J., must 


testamentary instrument. 

be discharged, and it must be declared that the testator power by will 

or codicil to appoint the income of the entailed estate for the yoo 
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the appellant, and that such power was well exercised in her 
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Counsrt, Haldane, K.C., Younger, K.C., and G. Cave; Warmington, K.C., 
Hughes, K.C., and Tomlin. Souscrrors, Ford, Lloyd, § Co.; Williams § 
James. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriautne, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SAMUEL ALLSOPP & SONS (LIM.). Byrne, J. 30th June. 


Company—Repvction or Caprrat—Ricats or Various CLasses or SHARE- 
HOLDERS. 


This was a petition under the Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877, asking for 
the confirmation of a special resolution for the reduction of the capital of 
the company. The facts of the case were as follow: The present capital of 
the company was £3,300,000, divided into £1,100,000 6 per cent. prefer- 
ence stock, £1,100,000 preferred ordinary stock, and £1,100,000 deferred 
ordinary stock. It was proposed to reduce the capital to £1,870,000, divided 
into £1,100,000 6 per cent. preference stock, £550,000 preferred ordinary. 
stock, and £220,000 deferred ordinary stock, by cancelling capital as to 
10s. in the pound in regard to preferred ordinary stock, and 16s. in the 
a in regard to deferred ordinary stock. The petition was opposed 

y the holder of £6,100 preferred ordinary stock, and was supported by 
stockholders to the amount of £56,635 preferred ordinary stock. 

Byrne, J., stated that in his view on the evidence there had been a loss 
of capital to the amount sought to be established. The question then 
came whether, looking at the whole scheme proposed and having regard to 
the fact that the necessary majorities of each class of shareholders had 
been obtained, the scheme was fair and reasonable in the face of the 
opposition of certain preferred ordinary stockholders. The rights of the 
preferred ordinary stockholders over the deferred ordinary stockholders 
were to be satisfied not only as to dividend, but also as to capital, in the 
event of a winding up. His lordship considered the scheme in detail and 
came to the conclusion that generally speaking the scheme was not fair to 
the holders of the preferred ordinary stock. The reduction was therefore 
not sanctioned and the company were ordered to pay the costs of the 
application.—Cowunse, Levett, K.C.; Kirby ; C..A. Henry; W. W. Renshaw ; 
Bassett Hopkins. Sowscrrors, Travers-Smith, Braithwaite, §& Robinson. 

[Reported by J. Arraur Price, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


NATIONAL TELEPHONE CO. (LIM.) v. MAYOR, &c., OF KINGSTON- 
UPON-HULL. Buckley, J. 2ist and 27th June. 


TeterHone Company — Provision or TELEPHONIC COMMUNICATION BY 
Company 1x Excuance Arga—Layive Down or Unpercrounp WIReEs 
By ComMPANY uNDER Powers OstTarNepD BY AGREEMENT WITH LOCAL 
Avrnoritx—New Licence to Locat Avrsority to Provipr TrEie- 
pHonic Communication Inv Same Area—Contrnvance or Powers or 
Company—Powerrs Non-existent aT Date or New Licence—‘‘For 
THE Dvnation Tuerror’”’—Teriecrarn Act, 1889 (62 & 63 Vict. c. 
38), s. 3 (1). 


Thisaction raised questions as to the relations between local authorities and 
the National Telephone Co. Under the Telegraph Acts, 1863, 1868, and 1869, 
the Postmaster-General had power to place and maintain telephones under 
public streets, subject as regards the town of Kingston-upon-Hull to the 
eonsent of the corporation as the road authority. The Postmaster-General 
also had a monopoly and the power to grant licences to work and use 
telephones. On the 29th of November, 1884, the Postmaster-General 
granted a licence to the plaintiff company for a period expiring on the 
3lst of December, 1911. Under that licence the company laid down trunk 
and other lines and established telephonic undertakings. By the 
Telegraph Act, 1892, s. 5 (1), the Postmaster-General was empowered to 
authorize his licensees, during the time and within the area specified in the 
licence, to exercise the powers conferred on the Postmaster-General by 
the Act of 1363, and thereupon the enactments conferring those 
powers were to apply; but this was made subject to a proviso 

i in section 5 (2) (4) that the licensees should not 
exercise those powers without the consent of the urban sanitary 
authority,and should be subject to any terms and conditions which the urban 

i authority might attach to such consent. By clause 11 of a deed 
of the 25th of March, 1896, the Postmaster-General bound himself, from 
time;to time, at the request of the company, to authorize the company to 
exercise within any exchange area all the powers of executing works 
conferred on the Postmaster-General by, inter alia, the Telegraph Act, 
1863, subject to a proviso that, in exercising such powers, the company 
should be subject to the restrictions contained in the Acts, including 
section 5 of the Act of 1892. By an agreement of the 10th of November, 
1897, the corporation consented to the company exercising such of the Post- 
master-General’s powers as the company might be licensed to exercise under 
tae Telegraph Act, 1892, but subject to the proviso that underground works 
should not be executed without the previous consent of the corporation. 
By a further agreement, made on the 18th of March, 1899, the corporation 
granted to the company leave to lay down certain underground works, but 
the corporation was thereby erapowered, after passing a special resolution 
and hearing the company, if the company required to be heard, at any 
time to determine the agreement, and thereupon the company was to 
remove the wires. On the 23rd of March, 1899, the Postmaster-General, 
under section 5 of the Act of 1892, and in accordance with clause 11 of the 
deed of the 25th of March, 1896, authorized the company to exercise within 
their urban district the powers of executing works conferred on the Post- 
master-General by, inter alia, the Act of 1863, subject to a proviso that 
that authority was given subject to the conditions in clause 11 of the 
deed of 1896, and to the provisions of the Telegraph Acts. The com- 
pay thereupon laid down a large number of underground pipes in 


Hull. On the 29th of July, 1899, the corporation, having regard to g 
clause which had been introduced into a Telegraph Bill, and which gyp. 
sequently became section 3 of the Telegraph Act, 1899, gave notice to the 
company that they intended to pass a special resolution to determine the 
agreement of the 18th of March, 1899. ‘The notice was short and a 
meeting of the company was not held, but in point of fact two of 
directors and the general manager were heard. e special resolution wag 
passed on tke 4th of August and six months’ notice to determine the 
ment was given. On the 9th of August the Telegraph Act became lay, 
On the 23rd of February, 1900, the corporation wrote to the company thgt 
from the expiration of the notice of the 4th of August, 1899, the under. 
ground works could remain on sufferance only. Nothing further was done 
until the 8th of August, 1902, where the Postmaster-General granted g 
licence to the corporation until the 31st of December, 1911. That licenge 
did not specify any period for the duration of the powers containg 
in the agreement of the 18th of March, 1899. The Postmaster. 
General certified, in the language of section 3 of the Act of 1899 
that it was proved to his satisfaction that the company had incurred 
expenditure in laying down underground wires. In the present 
action the company claimed a declaration that it had by agreement with the 
corporation acquired powers under section 3, and that such powers 
were by the section continued during the period of the licence granted to 
the corporation, and the company also claimed that the notice of determing. 
tion was inoperative inasmuch as the company had not been heard. Qp 
the first point, on behalf of the defendants it was contended (1) that the 
agreement of the 18th of March, 1899, had been determined before the 
grant of the new licence to the corporation, and that consequently 
there were no powers on which the section could operate ; and (2) that the 
true construction of the section was that the powers of the company were 
to continue for the period (if any) which the new licence should specify, 
and that the new licence had specified no such period. 


Bucxury, J., in a reserved judgment, after holding that a power of 
determination could rightly be imposed as a term and condition of a consent 
under section 5 (2) (4) of the Act of 1892, and that due notice to determine the 
agreement of the! 18th of March, 1892, had been given, continued: At 
the date when the Act was passed the company were in possession of 
powers which would expire on the 4th of February, 1900. The licence 
in favour of the corporation was not granted until August, 1902. At that 
date there existed in the company no powers by agreement with the lowl 
authority upon which section 3 could have operation so as to continue them, 
For this purpose the material date, as regards the existence of the powen, 
is not the date of the passing of the Act, but the date of the granting d 
the new licence. Upon this ground, first, I think the plaintiffs fal 
Again, secondly, I have this to say upon the construction of section 3 d 
the Act of 1899. Section 3 (1) is addressed to the continuation of power 
acquired by agreement with the local authority. Section 3 (4) has to do 
with the extension of the licence granted by the Postmaster-General 
the company. The language of the latter is quite free from ambiguity, 
The licence is there to be extended and continued for the period specified ia 
the new licence for the duration of the new licence. This assists me to deter- 
mine the meaning of the word ‘‘ thereof ’’ in section 3 (1). That sub-section, 
I think, isto be so read that the powers shall continue for the period specified 
in the new licence for the duration of the powers. I think it was intended 
in this case to leave it to the Postmaster-General to.say, in issuing the 
new licence, what was reasonable as regards the duration of the powers 
acquired by the old company by agreement with the local authority. 
The new licence in this case specified nothing as to the duration of 
powers. If, therefore, my construction of the section be right, 
then upon this ground again the plaintiffs have not by the statute 
obtained any extension of the agreement of March, 1899, but its powers 
came to an end upon the expiration of the notice given on the 4thof 
August, 1899. There is a third way of stating it, which is this: The 
powers which the company had acquired by agreement were determinable 
powers. If I assume (contrary to that which I think is the true construc- 
tion) that the word ‘thereof’? means ‘‘of the new licence,’’ then the Act 
only continues for the period specified in the new licence for the duration 
of the new licence powers which were determinable and which have been 
determined. Upon the above grounds I think that the plaintiffs fail, 
and I dismiss the action with costs.—Counse, Huldane, K.C., Astbury, 
K.C., Forbes Lankaster, and H. H. Gaine; Danckwerts, K.C., Buckmaster, 
K.C., and R. J. Parker. Sorscrrons, W. E. L. Gaine; Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchards, Barham, § Lawrence, for EF. Laverack, Hull. 


[Reported by H. L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—-King’s Bench Division. 


OGDENS (LIM.) v. NELSON. SAME v. TELFORD. Lord Alverstone, C.J. 
12th and 22nd June. 


Conrract—AGkeEMEeNT TO Particrrare iN Prorirs or Bustness rok 4 
Speerric Prriop—Sary or Busrxess wirarin Svucn Periop—Imp.ied 
_ Srrvvtation Nor so to Seri.—Bxreacn. 


These two actions, tried before Lord Alverstone, O,J., without a jury, 
raised the same questions. ‘They were brought by the plaintiffs, a cow 
pany in liquidation, to recover the price of goods sold and delivered to the 
defendants, who were retail tobacconists. ‘The defendants admitted the 
claims, but counterclaimed for damages for breach of agreement under the 
following circumstances: Prior to ch, 1902, there had been agitation 
in the retail tobacco trade respecting an alleged attempt by the pat 
company to obtain control of the retail tobacco trade in fhe United King- 
dom, This led f%& the foundation of the Imperial ‘lobacco Co. of 





Britain and Ireland (Limited), which had offered to various tobacco dealer 
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— 
including the defendants, in consideration of their selling the of the 
company and undertaking not to buy any goods of the plaintiffs 
and certain other companies, a share in a bonus of £50, and 
a share of certain expected profits of the Imperial Tobacco 
Qo. The offers of the Imperial Tobacco Oo. led to a counter-offer 
the plaintiff company, which was accepted by the defend- 
ants, and the offer and acceptance constituted the agreement in 
yespect of which the counterclaims were made. The offer of the plaintiffs 
was contained in the following letters : ‘‘ Liverpool, March, 1902. ‘ Bonus 
distribution.’ Our entire net profits and £200,000 per year for the next 
four years, commencing the 2nd of April, 1902. We will for the next four 
years distribute to such of our customers in the United Kin as pur- 
thase direct from us our entire net profits on the sold by usin the 
Juited Kingdom. In addition to the above we will for the next four years 
distribute to such of our customers in the United Kingdom as purchase 
direct from us the sum of £200,000 per year. Distribution of net profits 
will be made as soon after the 2nd of April. 1903, and annually thereafter, 
as the accounts can be audited, and will be in proportion to the purchases 
made during the year. Distribution as to the £200,000 per year will be 
made every three months, the first distribution to take place as soon after 
the 2nd of July, 1902, as accounts can be audited, and be in proportion 
to the purchases during the the three months’ period. To pactidieete in 
this offer we do not ask you to boycott the goods of any other manufacturer. 
Yours faithfully, Oapens (Limited).” ‘‘March 22, 1902. Messrs. Ogdens 
(Limited), Liverpool. Dear Sirs,—I beg to inform you I have not ed 
the agreement with the Imperial Tobacco Co. dated March, 1902; and, in 
consideration of participating in your bonus distribution of the entire net 
profits on goods sold by you in the United Kingdom and £200,000 per 
year for the next four years, as set out in your particulars, I hereby agree 
not to sign it or any similar agreement with the Imperial Tobacco Co. or 
any other company or firm containing any conditions which would prevent 
me from buying, displaying, selling, or distributing your goods or the 
of any other manufacturer, and I also undertake to continue to buy, 
isplay, and to sell your goods. (Signed) E. Nelson, 100, Queen-street, 
Oadift” The contract between the plaintiffs and Telford, which formed 
the subject of the counterclaim in the other action was the same. 
Pursuant to the bargain so made, the defendants dealt with the plaintiffs 
respectively, and in the month of July, 1902, they each received 
a share of the £50,000, being one quarter of the £200,000: for the 
three months ended the 30th of June, 1902. On the 27th of 
September, 1902, the plaintiffs sold their undertaking, including the 
will of their business in Great Britain, to the Imperial Tobacco Co. 
defendants’ claim was for damages in respect of the alleged breach by 
the plaintiffs of the contract contained in the letters hereinbefore set out, 
by reason of their having transferred their trading undertaking to the 
Imperial Co., thereby preventing themselves from being in a position to 
earn profits, and preventing the defendants from continuing as their cus- 
tomers, and it was further alleged that the plaintiffs, having received oon- 
sideration amounting to £1,500,000 for assets, including their goodwill, 
had in fact sold their business to third parties, and were liable for damages 
for having deprived themselves of their ability to carry out their 8 
ment. It was argued on behalf of the defendants that either the plain- 
tiffs had wilfully prevented themselves from fulfilling their contract or 
that it was an implied condition of the contract that the plaintiffs should 
continue to carry on their business. Counsel cited MeIntye v. Belcher (11 
W. R. 889, 14 C. B. N.S. 654), Inchbald v. Western Neilgherry Co. (13 W. R. 
%,17 C. B. N. 8. 733), Stirling v. Maitland (13 W. R. 76,5 B. & 8. 840), 
Telegraph Despatch Co. v. MacLean (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 658), Rhodes v. Forwood 
(4 W. R. 1078, 1 App. Cas. 256), Turner v. Goldsmith (39 W. R. 547; 1891, 
1Q. B. 544), Hamlyn v. Wood (40.W. R. 24; 1891, 2 Q. B. 488), and Brace 
¥. Calder (1895, 2 Q. B. 253, 43 W. R. Dig. 113). It was contended on 
behalf of the plaintiffs that in many, if not all, of these decisions the con- 
sideration on the one side was wholly performed either by the passing of 
property or by the payment of money. Cur. adv. vult. 


Lord Atverstonr, C.J., in delivering his written judgment, said the 
questions of law which arose upon the above facts were in his opinion by 
no means free from difficulty. The case did not ap to be governed by 
any of the authorities which were cited. It was clearly established as a 
geueral proposition (1) that when two persons entered into a contract the 
performance of which on one or both sides is to extend over a period of 
time each contracting party was bound to abstain from doing anythi 
which would prevent fim from fulfilling the obligations which he 
undertaken to discharge ; (2) that where a person undertook to carry on a 
business out of the profits of which he undertook to pay certain moneys as 
4 consideration for the contract to the other party to the contract he must 
not by his own act or default disable and incapacitate himself from further 
carrying on such business ; (3) that if parties enter into an agreement to which 
effect can only be given by the continuance of an existing state of things 
there is an implied engagement on the part of each that he will not do oor 
thing of his own motion to put an end to that state of circumstances with- 
out the continuance of which effect cannot be given to the ent. 
In each case the terms of the contract and its object must be considered in 
order to ascertain whether the conduct complained of destroys the object 
of the contract or prevents the performance of its manifest intention. In 
this case he, the learned judge, came to the conclusion that the view 
Presented by the defendants was correct, There was an undoubted ch 
of position'on the part of the defendants. By the acceptance of the 
plaintiffs’ offer they relinquished the prospect of avy share in the offer 
made by the 1 oe Co. As regards the £200,000 na annum for a period 
four years, the offer was definite and distinct, continuance of the 

usiness by the plaintiffs for a period of four years must have been in 
the contemplation of both parties in order to give to the transaction 
the effect which they intended it to have. He therefore thought 
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be given to this transaction except the theory that the plaintiffs 
coatiomed to carry on sae Rasy a staged en! yh aye . 
There was, moreover, another ground upon which the defendants were 
entitled to rely— y, if one party has wilfully an end 
to his ability to a contract he has committed a in respect 
of which d scan beawarded. In this case, in September; 1902, the 

will of their business for the 


— sold the 


their 
y,rofits which they otherwise would we made, The sale rendered 
Oe eS te ble so far as the distribution of the 
,000 was concerned, because it made it impossible for the defendants 
any longer to be customers of the plaintiffs, or, in et en ee 
he penny ot te eS ana te ae Ge hich the — 


vented the defendants from able to fulfil the condition contemplated 
by the contract. He, the ater expreaned the conclusion at which 
he had arrived with considerable and hesitation, and there was 


much to be urged 
defendants ; question as to damages J 
tion.—CounseL, Asquith, K.C., Duke, K.C., and F. E. Smith; Eldon 
Bankes, K.C., Montague Lush, K.C., and J. z Randolph, Sorrcrrors, G. 
Thatcher, for Grace, Smith, ¢ Hood, Liverpool; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwe.1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,] 


LAWRENCE v. O'HARA. Div. Court, 29th June. 

Licensinc Law — Fort Licence Grantrep Appetiant ror Crnrtam 
Premises—Dvunine Currency or Licence Leaves anp Gives 
Ur Conrrot Over and CARRIES oN 
Acarn Berore Expmation or Licenwce—Convicrep or Setimse Wirnovt 
Licence—Heitp, Quasninc Conviction, Tat His Licence, Troven : 
TEMPORARILY ABANDONED, Hap Nor Laprsev—Licensixe Act, 1872, s. 3. 


This was an appeal on case stated by the justices of Lancashire sitting at 
Wigan. On the 6th of June, 1902, at petty eessions holden at Ince-in 
Makerfield, Frederick W. Lawrence (the appellant) was charged upon an 
information with selling by retail intoxi liquor which he 
licensed to sell at the Royal Hotel. The justices found from the 


i 


that the appellant went out of possession of the Royal Hotel on the 
4th of November, 1901, and that. from that time till the 30th ef May, 
over 


1902, he did not intend to exercise, and did not exercise, any control 
the premises or in any way identify himself in the o 

upon him as licensee. They were of opinion ies be, Seeing, 
abandoned the hotel, was not entitled to resume possession sell under 
the renewal licence grauted to him on the 29th of August, 1901, and they 
accordingly convicted him of an offence under section 3 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, and inflicted a penalty of £1 and costs. The question was 
whether the justices had come to an erroneous determination in point of 
law. On behalf of the ap: t it was conténded that, having been duly 
licensed in August, 1901, that licence, no offence having been committed 
by him, remained valid during the current year. roe tee aoe 


invalidated by reason of the fact that for a portion of that year he was 
resident on the premises. In the case of an alehouse the person who 
could apply for and hold the licence was the , but was a fully- 


abe uae 4 ted did not depri him of the t to return 
absence a protection was gran i ive 
and again carry on business, nor could he have escaped lis ity as the 
licensee had anythi ae al = mw pn during his 
tem; absence. oreover, there no 
that le the licence lapse 
a iphnor lngeag gyno ty —— - 
the premises or in any identify himself ; posed 
upon him os Meonaee,” magistrates had b conbinn somened 
their powers, for their powers were strictly administrative 
legislative. For the respondent it was urged that the real point to 
decided was whether, it being found as a fact that the — had 
abendenell the conteel of Go pegmions, So Uewmes he held Sacto 
lapsed. [Lord Axversroye, C.J.—Suppose a man was ill and went away 
for six months, what then ?] In such a case the inference would not be, 
as here, that he left intending to abandon the licence. B lectin on 
C.J.—But all he did here was to change his mind. e returned before 
.] There was me eee Seed saying that where 
there was evidence that a licensee had abandoned the premises the justices 
had power to grant a new licence. If a man could come back at 
it would be open to every possible abuse. 
therefore, in convicting the appellant on the charge preferred 
Lord Atverstons, C.J., in gi judgment, said, after 
that he could see no statutory nor 
man who had abandoned a licence for a time, no 
intervened, should not come back and carry on business 
premises during the residue of the licence that had 
granted to him. On the facts of this case as presented to 
magistrates were not entities, to san SS Ce appellant must 
if he had sold intoxicating liquor 902 
Hotel without being . The appeal would 
with costs, and the conviction quashed, 


Wits and Caayneit, JJ., concurred. Onder a 
Horace i and Greer; Danchwerte, K.C., and Bran. 
¢ 


Souicrrors, Heseltine, for Arthur Smith, Wigan ; Cordin, Greener, ¢ 
Co, for 7. R. Tayler, Wigan. . 
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KESLAKE ». THE BOARD OF TRADE. Div. Court. 30th June. 


Surprpme Law—Master anp Szaman—Waces—lItiecat Depvucrions— 
Mencnant Surprrine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), ss. 31 anv 232. 


This was an appeal by C. Keslake, master of The Urmston Grange, from 
a conviction by the magistrate of the Thames police-court, of having 
unlawfully paid the wages of C. Mellen, a fireman of that vessel, otherwise 
than through or in the presence of the superintendent of mercantile 
marine, contrary to section 31 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, The 
following are the facts of the case: On the 14th of June, 1902,.C. Mellen 
agreed to serve as a fireman on board the steamship Sazrony for oso 
1 to the River Plate and back at the rate of £4 per month. 
On the 15th of July, 1902, Mellen went on shore at Buenos Ayres and 
deserted Saxony. In consequence of this breach of agreement the 
tnaster was compelled to engage another fireman at the rate of £4 10s. 
month, and thus incurred a total loss of lis. 3d. Onthe 2ist of October 
Mellen signed an agreement at Buenos Ayres as fireman on board The 
Urmston Grange at £4 10s. per month, and on the 7th of December the ship 
arrived at the West India Docks. The appellant then received a letter 
from the Shipping Federation informing him of Mellen’s desertion. The 
letter went on to say that the penalty for desertion was forfeiture of wages 
due at desertion and subsequently earned until the deserter returned to the 
United Kingdom. The owners of the vessel were entitled to be re- 
imbursed the expense of hiring and the excess w (if any) paid to 
a substitute ; the balance of the forfeiture was payable to the Exchequer. 
It was the intention of the federation to prosecute, if necessary, in the 
present case. The seaman was given the option of agreeing to one of the 
twofollowmg courses: (1) If the balance of wages due exceeded £2, to 
to the deduction of the owners’ claim from such balance ; (2) if it was less 
than or did not exceed by more than £2 the amount of the owners’ claim, 
to agree to the deduction of all but £2 from the balance of wages due. If 
the seaman refused, the captain was requested to stop the entire wage. 
This letter was read to Mellen, who agreed to the deduction and signed an 
authority to that effect. The appellant then deducted 15s. 3d. from the 
wages of Mellen, and entered the deduction on the form provided for that 
purpose. On the 20th of December the appellant attended at the shipping 
Office for the purpose of paying the crew of The Urmston Grange. The 
mercantile marine superintendent read to the appellant sub-section 1 of 
section 221 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, and expressed his view 
that the deduction of 15s. 3d. from Mellen was not legally made and 
réfused to allow them to pay Mellen in his presence. The superintendent 
ie en office, the appellant paid Mellen his wages less the 15s. 3d., 
and then signed an account of wages. For the appellant it was 
contended that the owners of The.Saxony were entitled to recover the 
amount of the loss from Mellen, and the right of the Board of Trade to 


take i against Mellen was not prejudiced by their agreement 
with Counsel for the respondent was not called upon. 
Lord Atvzrsronz, C.J.—In my opinion the decision of the istrate 


Was perfectly right. The summons was issued against the appellant for 
not paying the seaman’s in presence of the superintendent. The 
of section 131 are not merely formal words to ensure that the seaman 
shall obtain his wages. It is necessary that an account be delivered, and 
any deduction from wages must appear on the account. In the present 
case the deduction was made in pursuance of a bargain made between the 
master and the seaman. The question is, What does that bargain mean ? 
I think it is quite clear it was intended to place the seaman in a different 
position with regard to sections 131 and 232. The superintendent was 
uite it in not remaining, as be would have been a y to the bargain. 
There is nothing in section 226 which conflicts with this view. The right 
reserved by section 226 has no bearing on sections 131 and 232.—CounszL, 
J. 4. Hamilton, K.C.,and Noad ; Sir E. Carson, 8.G., Sutton, and Howard- 
Smith. Soricrrons, Burn & Berridge ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by ALax Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
ASHLEY & SMITH +. HAWKE. Div. Court. 30th June. 


Law or Gaminc—Newsrarer Apvertisements—Brttinc House Act, 1853 
(16 & 17 Vier. c. 119), s. 7. 


This was an appeal by Ashley & Smith, the proprietors of the Sporteman 
newspaper, against a conviction for having exhibited an advertisement 
whereby it was made to onpes that an office and place was opened, kept, 
and used by Topping & Spindler for making bets and wagers in manner 

by section 7 of the Betting Act, 1853. The prosecution was 

‘tuted Aas Anti-Gambling - One Brown, the clerk to the 
League’s solicitors, bought the Sporteman for the 27th of May, 1902, which 
contained an advertisement in the following terms: ‘Topping & 
a, Flushing, Holland. The Derby, Ascot Stakes, &c. "Phe Con- 
tal Sportsman. Also year-book and ready reckoner free on receipt 

of address. Telegraphic instructions can be sent to London. ll letters 
to be addressed ‘ Topping & Spindler, Flushing, Holland.’ eng 244., 
, 1d.” Certain documents were received by Brown from Topping 

on app ication being made him to them on the 30th of May, 1902. 
ented to him in an envelope having an lish 

penny stamp and 2 London post-mark, and on the back of the envelope 
‘were stamped the words “If not delivered to be returned to 150, Fleet- 
stect, London.” A P.0.0. for £3 was sent to Topping & Spindler 
by Brown, and an acknowledgment was received from them. On the 6th 
ot 902, a telegram addressed ‘“‘Grumble, London,” was sent by 
the purpose of making a bet or wager of 10s. on a horse named 
in @ race then pending in England. Since 1899, 
»’”’ had been the telegraphic address of R. 
at ee of the firm at 150, -street, till the 30th of August, 
, the address was changed to 151, Fleet-strect. Further wagers 


a 


} 








———S 
were made by Brown with Topping & Spindler, and on the 16th of J, 
1902, a letter was sent to Topping & Spindler enclosing six vouchers anf 
a credit note, and in response to a request for a remittance Topping ¢ 
Spindler sent postal orders for £2 5s. 9d. Topping & Spindler ‘hat a 
banking account at the London and County , Stoke Ne 
The Post Office Order for £3 was paid into such account. Topping ¢ 
Spindler were occupiers of offices at 150 and 152, Fleet-street, 
was no evidence that the appellants ever had any notice of the way jp 
which Topping & Spindler carried on their business, or the fact thy 
Topping & Bpindler committed any illegality in so doing—the alderma, 
stated he was satisfied of the good faith of the Sportsman, 
was admitted by the appellants that the sum received by th 
appellants in respect of these advertisements from the Ist g 
y to the 31st of October, 1902, was £1,157. No evidence was ig. 
dered by the appellants. The alderman convicted the appellant 
and fined them ten guineas and ten guineas costs. For the appellants 
four contentions were raised—(1) the advertisement itself must Aree. 
looked at; (2) that it must be shewn that the paper which accepted th 
advertisement had a mens rea; (3) that what was done by Topping ¢ 
Spindler was not contrary to the Act; (4) that the evidence of Brown wy 
not admissible against the appellant. This was acriminal matter, and amg 
ought not to be punished unless he had a guilty knowledge. Couns) 
cited Chisholm v. Dutton (37 W. R. 749, 24 Q. B. D. 736), RB. v. Brow, 
(23 W. R. 222; 1895,1 Q. B. 119), Miller v. Justices of Beverly (42 Soxrzcrrony’ 
JournaL 152). For the respondents it wascontended thatit wasnotn 
to prove mens rea. The evidence shewed that Topping & Spindler had ay 
office in London where betting was carried on contrary to the statute. Th 
advertisement conveyed .to the mind of anyone who was accustomed t 
read betting advertisements that betting of the kind prohibited by the A¢ 
and that was the test. Counsel cited Lennox v. Stodart (1902, 1 K. B., atp, 
32). 

Txe Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Wiis and CxHanngu, JJ) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lorp AtverstoneE, C.J.—I regret very much that this decision canng 
stand. But betting yer se is not prohibited. Two classes of betting a» 
aimed at by section 4 of the Betting House Act, 1853—keeping a placet 
which people resorted, and keeping a place for the purpose of money bei 
received on behalf of the owner. We decided in Lennox v. Stodart that m 
offence was committed, even if no money was received in England, if th 
keeping of an office was a step in the machinery by which the money wu 
obtained. I do not agree with Mr. Danckwerts that no offence is com- 
mitted unless a guilty knowledge on the part of owners is proved. Ifthe 
advertisement does convey that an illegal practice is being carried on m 
offence is committed. But here it has not been shewn that the advertise 
ment necessarily related to any of the acts prohibited under the statuie, 
I think it is impossible to say the advertisement was necessarily issued by 
a person who was infringing section 1 of the Act. Though the case is om 
of great suspicion, suspicion, however, is not enough, and with grat 
regret I come to the conclusion that the conviction cannot stand.—Covm, 
Danckwerts, K.C., Charles Mathews. and Guy Stephenson ; Avory, K.O.,amd 
J. K. Mackay. Soutcrrors, Gush, Phillips, Walters, § Williams ; Matkinth. 


[Reported by Atan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


RUTHER v. RUTHER. Div. Court. 30th June. 


Pracrice—ApreaL—SumMary JurispicTion (Marrizep Women) Act, 18% 
(58 & 59 Vicr. c. 37), s. 9. 


This was an appeal by Mr. Edward Ruther against the decision of the 
stipendiary magistrate of Merthyr Tydvil committing him to prison for 
one month for non-payment of £18 under an order of the 2nd of October, 
1898, made under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 
1895. Counsel for the on poe took the preliminary objection that no 
appeal lay to the Divisional Court from the order of the magistrate. By 
section 11 of the Act it was provided that an appeal from the order of the 
court lay to the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, and the case of 
Manders v. Manders (45 W. R. 287; 1897, 1Q. B. 474) had decided that no 
appeal lay to any other court. 

Tue Courr (Lord Atvexsronz, C.J., and Wits and Cuanneztt, JJ.) 
overruled the preliminary objection. 

Tord Atverstons, C.J.—With regard to the preliminary objection 
raised by the respondent, I am of opinion that an appeal lies to this court 

inst an order under section 9 of the Act. By that section the payment 
of any sum directed to be paid under the Act may be enforced in the same 
manner as the payment of money is enforced under an order of affiliation, 
and by section 11 a right of appeal is given to the Probate and Admiralty 
Division from any order or re of apy order under the Act, and it was 
held in Manders v. Manders (45 W. R. 287; 1897, 1 Q. B. 474) that that right 
of appeal was the only one under the Act. But 1 am of opinion that the 
right of the magistrates to state a case in cases of disobedience to the 
order made under section 9 of the Act is not taken away. If it had beens 
ease of certiorari there would have been no doubt about the matter.— 
Counse1, Rowsell ; Lushington. Soricrrons, Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray, for C.4 


‘W. Kenshole, Aberdare; Andrew Wood ¢ Co., for Powell § Hughs, 


Brynmawr. 
[Reported by ALaw Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


June 29.—Wiiu1am Burron, 27, Brazennose-street, Manchester, 
June 29.,—Rucuanp Davuncey, 
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~ rene Frank Liynert, 7, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, 


June 29.—Epwarp Wi1.14M Lewis, 3, South-square, Gray’s-inn, London 
(practised under the name of Ewbank, Partington, & Lewis). 

June 29.—Epwarp Perer Trorman, 37, Essex-street, Strand, London. 

June 29.—Grorce Srreetiy, 56, Deansgate, Manchester. 


Solicitor Suspended for Two Years. 


June 29.—Ricnarp Niwrop Hawortn, 201, Great 
London. 


Portland-street, 








The Lawyer Volunteers in the 
Recent War. 


On Saturday last Lord Roberts presided at the second annual dinner of the 
Volunteer Service officers, held at the Trocadero Restaurant. 

Responding to the toast of ‘‘The Navy, Army, and Auxiliary Forces,” 
the Commander-in-Chief said that when Lord Lansdowne telegraphed to 
him during the late war that it was proposed to raise the O.I.V. to join 
the battalions in South Africa, he (Earl Roberts) replied that he was 


delighted with the proposa]. He felt sure the Volunteers that came out 


—_— 


General. 


The County Courts Jurisdiction Extension Bill was read a first time in 
the House of Lords on Monday. 

At the Myddelton Hall, Islington, on the 29th ult., Sir Albert K. Rollit, 
M.P., was presented with his portrait in oils in recognition of his services in 
Parliament for the past seventeen years. . 

At a recent written examination in a certain college, says the American 
journal Case and Comment, to the question: How are corporations 
governed? a young lady student. wrote that they were governed by the 
“ statute of frauds.” 

A Maryland justice of the peace Case and Comment, in an action 

i = elec one for re cow nana Send-cueabans 
the case in favour of the plaintiff for the reason that “‘ the defendant had 
no sign up at the crossing’ ; the cow having, therefore, no warning of the 

r. 


would be of the greatest help, for at that time the reserve forces were very dange: 


nearly expended. His expectations were far exceeded by the results. 
After the short training the C.I.V. had, they were worthy of being placed 
in line with their most distinguished battalions. He never heard one word 
of the Volunteer companies in South Africa but of the loudest praise. On one 
occasion he himself was struck with the intelligent manner in which some 
very difficult entrenchments had been carried, and he Jearned on inquiry 
that it was the work of the volunteer companies. There were 20,161 
volunteers—the fact, he thought, of so many going out was an epoch in 
the history of volunteers—and there were about 456 volunteer officers with 
these men, a goodly number of whom were present. He was extremely 
proud to have been Commander-in-Chief of such anarmy. No men in the 
world could have fought better, could have undergone hardship with 
greater cheerfulness and pluck than those he had.under him. 

Lord Roberts afterwards handed thirteen bronze medals, given by the 
president and vice-president of the Law Society, to officers and men 
solicitors and articled clerks) who had served in South Africa. The 

mmander-in-Chief was himself subsequently presented with a small 
volume bound in khaki, being a record of the war services of the volunteer 
officers and men to whom he had handed the medals. 

The following is a list of the recipients of the medals: W. R. Picton- 
Evans, Welsh Regiment; W. F. J. Symonds, 3rd V.B. The Queen’s ; 
H. W. Jackson, Ist V.B. Northamptonshire Regiment; B. H. C. Prior, 
Norfolk Regiment ; C. G. Longstaff, 2nd V.B. East Surrey Regiment; 
C.H.R Taylor; J. Bates, Cheshire Regiment; J. Turnbull ; Arthur Lee, 
Ist V.B. Border Regiment; Richard Hill-Male; Frank H. Gaskell ; W. 
Hatherly-Jones, Welsh Regiment (late 2nd V.B. R.W.F.) ; T. M. Keene, 
2nd V.B. R.W.F. 








Obituary. 
Mr. William Wynne Ffoulkes. 


Mr. William Wynne Ffoulkes, formerly a county court ju 
Saturday. He was educated atSbhrewsbury School and Jesus 


, died on 
liege, Oxford. 


He was called to the bar in 1847, and was appointed a revising barrister | Way 


in 1868. In 1875 he was appointed county court judge for Circuit No. 7, 
ee seed in 1899. He was a justice of the peace for Chester and 
ire. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Lewis T. Drnprx, K.C., Dean of Arches, Mr. Francis C. Gorr, 
barrister, Solicitor to the Board of Inland Revenue, and Mr. Cuarues P. 
Layarp, Chief Justice of Ceylon, have received the Honour of Knighthood. 


Mr. T. Rornwett Hasta, Solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Haslam & 
Co., 47, Moorgate-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner of the 
— Court of New Zealand for the purpose of Administering and 
Taking Oaths, Affidavits, or Affirmations. 





Information Required. 


Mrs. Isanetta Saran Haywoop, late of the Hawthornes, Wylde-green, 
near Birmingham, deceased. —Lost, Certificate of £800 Deferred Annuity 
Capital of the East Indian Railway Co., issued to above deceased on the 
9th December, 1882. Any person giving information to the undersigned 
which will lead to the recovery of such certificate will be rewarded.— 
— & Monckton, 27, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, solicitors for the 

rs. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions, 
ALRXANDER Axnonp Hannay and NatHANIEt Reyrnoups, solicitors 


y & Reynolds), 5, Arundel-street, Strand, London, W.C. Jan. 1. 
(Gazette, June 26. 





Though the lady who has sought admission to Gray’s-inn has been 
rejected by the benchers, the legal world, says the Globe, has not 
succeeded in kee ing Seat free from the feminine movement. We learn 
on the unimpeachable authority of the Summary ‘Tables of the Census that 
there are no fewer than 367 female law clerks in the country. What may, 
perhaps, cool the ambition of certain women to join the ranks of 

ising lawyers is the mournful that seven barristers and 
solicitors are mmates of workhouges, and seventy-three of lunatic 
asylums. 

“Sigma,” writing in Blackwood's' Magazine for July, says a counsel had 
bel costly toned. Goon ence ofthe Judge, the Jed, sal oouny ome, tevin 
had sorely taxed the patience 0 j jury, every one 
court. At last the j intervened ee eee 
gentleman to conclude cross-examination. counsel, who received 
this judicial intimation with a very bad grace, before telling the witness to 
stand down, accosted him with sarcasm: ‘‘Ah, you’re a clever 
fellow, a very clever fellow! We can The witness, bend- 
ing over from the box, quietly retorted, ‘‘ [ would return the compliment 
—if I were not on oath!”’ 


At Bow-street this week, says the St. James’s Gazette, before Sir A. de 
Rutzen, William H Miles Booty, of the firm of Booty & Bayliffe, of 
Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, was charged on a warrant with the 
fraudulent misappropriation of £12,000 belonging to clients. Detective- 
Inspector Morgan said that t he saw the accused at the 
office of Messrs. Russell & Co., 
re SS Oneal need but said nothing i 
conveyed to Bow-stree . in % 
On this evidence the sccused was bal being accepted for hs 
appearance in two sureties of £1,500 each and himself in £3,000. 


“Si ,” writing in Blackwood for July, refers to the late Lord Bowen’s 
proclivity. for , which he indulged in’ on one occasion with disastrous 
effect on a jury. 
of mitigati 
in the following L 


t that in his enterprize he events d 
remarkable consid for the inmates of the house. For instance, 
rather than disturb the owner, an invalid » a8 you will have remarked, 
with commendable solicitude he removed his and went about in his 
stockings, notwithstanding the of . Farther, 
instead of rushing with besions sully inte. the pentey, Se coeney 
removed the coal-scuttle and any he thoughtlessly 


and was horror- 
the acquittal of the prisoner. 


On the 25th 

Criminal Prosecutions, gave 

Prisoners’ — ce Bill. 

of limiting re) 

magistrates came to the regard 
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“In ‘the <House of ‘Lords, on the 26th ult., Lord Hawkesbury said : 


” the wooleack whether Ins attention has been called to the matter. 
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It having been represented to me that some dissatisfaction exists 
in New Zealand with toa recent decision of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, I beg to ask the noble and learned a S 

e 
Lord Chancellor said: I very much regret to say that, I think owing toa 
misapprehension of what was intended by the words used, there has been 
a. feeling created in New Zealand in respect to a judgment of the Privy 
Council, and accordingly | have thought it right to make inquiry on the 
subject, and I am happy to say that I have received an assurance from the 
learned judges who decided the case that they never intended to make 
any attack whatever on the Court of Appeal in New Zealand. The mode 


+ in -which the case wae conducted and certain observations contained in the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal in New Zealand induced the learned 
jadges to make the remarks as to which remonstrance has been made ; but 


: iia 


any becessity ; he had never |. 

known anything in the nature of bribery in the work of clerks engaged in 
and egy Ag easing no demand for such lation in the 
Loudon. ¥. Dixon-Hartiand referred to the commission 

im ineurance business, and the possible use for blackmailing 

- purposes which might be made of the clause. Sir H. Reid believed there 
was 8, general Aesire to retain the word, and reminded the committee that 
an, pent into an Act of fraud 
corrugtion. The Attorey out that the assent of the 


I am assured by the learned judges that it never occurred to any one of them 
that in the observations they thought it right to make they were making 
an attack on the Court of Appeal in New Zealand, or that they intended to 
any way to comment on the character or conduct of their proceedings. I 
trust that assurance will be conveyed to the Court of Appealin New 
Zealand, and that the feeling aroused will be found to have been based on 
& total misapprehension. 


At the Exeter Assizes on Friday and Saturday, before Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, Onesimus Smart Bartlett, solicitor, on bail, was indicted for 
fraudulently converting to his own use a sum of £3,550 received by him on 
behalf of a Mies Maria Frederica Trevithick, at Paignton, in the month of 
April last. Thecharge brought against the prisoner was, says the Times, 
framed under the Act which came into force on the Ist of January of last 
year. The prisoner was until recently clerk to the magistrates at Paignton, 
and still is town clerk of Dartmouth. It appeared from the evidence given 
that a Mr. Trevithick died at the beginning of last year; the will was 
drawn by Bartlett, and Miss Trevithick was left sole executrix; she asked 
to e the will, and probate was obtained about the middle 
of e estate came to about £9,000. It appeared that a sum 
of £1,000 reached Bartlett’s hands on the 28th of February, being the 
insurance money on the testator’s life, and on the same day he paid a 
sum of £1,000 into his own account, and a further sum of over £7,500 
h his hands in April. It seemed that Miss Trevithick, being 
t her money, had. several interviews in May with Bartlett, and 
im for full particulars of all the moneys he had received, and 
letters also passed between them, in one of which Bartlett writes : 
balance due I am ible for. It was advanced on the 

of deeds pending negotiations for mortgages. The mortgages have 
arranged for, and the deeds are being prepared, so that the 
may be repaid as promised.”’ This was shewn to be false. In 
ber he was adjudicated bankrupt, and the trustee said that there 
was a large deficiency both in the secured and unsecured liabilities, and at 
the most a dividend of 5s: in the pound could be paid. A large number 
of witnesses were called to substantiate the case for the prusecution. The 
defendant went into the box, and stated that a civil action had already been 
brought against him for this sum of money and judgment signed against 
him for that amount, and that if his property had been properly realized 
would have paid all his creditors in fall. The jury retired for a few 
and returned a verdict of guilty. The learned judge said that 
not add any words to increase the pain of the prisoner’s 
he belonged to an honourable profession and for that reason 
naturally trusted, which confidence he had most cruelly mis- 
go to penal servitude for three years. 


Prevention of Corruption Bill came before the House of Commons 
on Lawon Monday. Mr. Stuart Wortley presided. 
‘The first clause of the Bill, says the Times, deals with punishment of 
corrupt transactions with agents, and declares that if any agent 
corruptly accepts or obtains, or-agrees to accept or agrees to obtain, any 
oe or consideration as inducement to bias the agent in the performance of 
duty to his principal, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour and liable 
imprisonment for two years or a fine of £500. Mr. Lough moved to 
insert, after “‘ if,”* thew “ after the passing of this Act.’’ The amend- 
ment was i Mr. moved to leave ont the word 
a ” and snbstitute the words “‘secretly and with intent to 
Without some such words he feared the Act might 
being fie 2 Getz dingy om Goran maw 
to which an employer had a remedy 

The Attorney-General the amendment, 
Acts to shew that “corrupt”’ and ‘‘ corruptly ”’ 
legislation, and would be understood in 
clause as applied to transactions concealed 
entered into to bias an agent in the 
Cripps hoped the word “corrupt” 
further words of definition to show that 
the offence were exeential. Mr. V. Gibbs 
essential to prevent differing decisions. He had never 
for the Bill in bis business experience 
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prosecution would be a reasonable saf 
aging any Wout legitimate prosecutions being instituted. The an t 





was ultimately withdrawn. Sir F. Dixon-Hartland moved to insert afte 
‘* corruptly ’’ the words ‘‘ and without informing his principal.” ir 4 
Rollit supported this. The Attorney-General said the words were nog 
required, and there was good reason for striking them out of the origing 
draft. It might be possible that a priucipal had knowledge of what wa 
going on and desired to have evidence sufficient to ensure conviction fy 
the offence. The essence of the offence was its secrecy and dece 
Unless there was an intention te conceal from the principal the actigp 
could not be corrupt. After some further discussion the amendment wa 
defeated on a division by sixteen votes to eleven, and the committy 
adjourned. 








The Directors of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society (Limited) hay 
déclared an interim dividend of 4 per cent. free of income tax for the half. 
year to the 30th of June, 1903. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercency <Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. 














TA. 0. 2. KEKEWICH. Byryeg, 
Monday, July .. 6 Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leah 
Tuesday... = i Greswell Godfrey Carrington Theed 
8 i R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
a Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
.10 Theed R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
me | W. Leach Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FaRweE Lu. Buck.ey. Joycr. Swiyrew Eapy, 
Monday, July .......00.-. 6 Mr. Farmer Mr. Greswell Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carringty 
esday....... me King Church Jackson Beal 
Wednesday .8 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Godfrey 
Thursday .. eS i Church Jackson R. Lead 
UME occcce csccccepinsce 10 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Jackson 
YF cvccen-arseurbons ll i Church Jackson Pemberta 
The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
July 7.—Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 2- 
Freehold Estate: Southchurch Lawn, Southchurch, Essex, about 2} miles from 


Southend Stations on the London, Tilbury, and Southend, Midland, and Gm 
Eastern Railways. Solicitors, Messrs. Hilleary, London.—City of London: Wél- 
lighted Warehouse of five floors and basement, between St. Paul’s Churchyard al 
Ludgate-hill Station; with Possession Solicitors, Messrs. Attenborough & Som, 
London.—City of London: First-class Investments in an important and extenir 
block of modern Business Premises, covering an area of over 11,650 sq. ft., new 
M Station, mostly in the occupation of well-known lessees, and having 
an aggregate present rent roll of £4,495 per annum; held direct from the freeholdes 
for nearly 990 years unexpired. Solicitor, Robert J. Twyford, Esq., London. (he 
advertisements, June 13, p. 4,) 

July 7.—Messrs. Wattow & Lez, at the Mart, at 2 :—Freehold Investment, consisting of # 

Modern Dwelling-houses at Walthamstow ; réntals amounting to £829 8s. per annum, 

Solicitors, Messrs. Tweed, Stephen, & Dashper, Lincoln. (See advertisements, June, 


. 4. 

State: Faresroruer, Eviis, Ecerton, Breacu, GaAvswortay, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2:—Ramsgate: A Freehold Estate almost adjoining the South-Hastem 
Railway Station and extending close to St. Lawrence Station, with the electric tram 
way terminus adjacent. It oupe 19 acres of building land. Solicitors, Mesm. 
Wyatt & Co., on.—-BStr : Freehold Property, comprising 194, Strand (the 
important Advertising Offices and Premises of the Va‘ly Graphic), of which possession 

can be obtained at Michaelmas next; 195, Strand (Stationers’ Shop and i 1 
let at £325 annum, subject to six months’ notice; 196, Strand (Business P. , 
let to the Western Railway Company at £500 per annum, subject to twee 
month's notice, Solicitors, Messrs. Soames, Edwards, & Jones, London. (See adver 
tasement, June 13, p. 22.) 

July 9.—Messrs. Hooxex & Wx.vn, at the Greyhound Hotel, Croydon, at 6 :—By Order of the 
Directors of the Croydon Commercial Gas and (Coke Company.—Sale of £2,500 Fiv 
per Cent. Perpetual Debenture stock and £5,000 Consolidated “C’’ Ordinary Stock 
(Bee advertisement, July 27, p. 3). 

July 10.—Mesers, Srexcen, Sawro, & Co., at the Mart, at 2, in Separate Lote, valuable 
Business Premises, near Piccadilly-circus, W.: Freehold and Leasehold Properties for 
investment, and in the case of one property with vacant p i Solicitors, Meas 
Fladgate & Co., London. (See advertisements, June 27, p. 3.) 


Results of Sales 


At their sale by Auction, at the Mart, E.C., on Wednesday last, Mesers, H. E. Foorsa# 
Crawrizwp, of 6, Poultry, E.C., sold Freehold Grouad-rents amounting to £80 per annul, 
upon in the King’s-rvad, Chelsea, and private Houses in Coulsen-stret, 
street, Lincoln-street, and Blackland's-terrace in the rear, the whole covering #8 
area of 2r. 4p., and the rack-rental amounting to £1 per annum, falling into’ possesias 
in 1942, The Lota, 10 in number, realized £0,250, which works out at 115 years’ p 
being « record price for this class of investment with so distant a reversion. The F 
Shop and Premises, No, 21, Green-street, Leicester-nquare, let on lease at £160 per annum, 
for 454%, The ¥ Shop and Premises, 106, Wardour-atreet, Boho, let at £85 pe 
annum, for £1,750. The Freehold Corner Shop and Premises, No. 3%, Berwick-stret, 
rd-wtrect, W., let at £130 per annum, £2,750. The Freehold Shop and Premises, Mo 
, Kupert-street, avenue, let ut £150 per annu®, £4,075, Two Freenold 
and Premises, Nos. 3 and 4, street, Oxford-street, W., embracing an area of I 
feet, and the whole let at £360 per annum, £7,500. The Freehold Shop and P 
0. 81, Neal-street, and Warchoune, No. 16, Neal’s-yard, in the rear, producing & 
£115 per anaum, for £2,400. 
Revensions axp Lave Powcins, 


The same firm also held their usual Fortnightly Bale, No, 742, of the above Interests # 
the Mart, on Thursday last, when the following were sold at the prices named : 
REVERSION ; 





Fo Ope-cights of £8,547 ; lives 9and 72... ‘ fold 
Absolute to £10,000 4 per cent, Consolidated ; lives 77, 67 and 87. 

Also to 62/016 Vis, , New Bouth Wales 3 per vent. Stock ; life we 
Absulute to @ Moiety of £2,000; We 78 , wo 
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ats to One-fourth of £6,160. Ale enn-Guentieis of gaan 


lives 68 and 68. 
Absolute to One-fourth of £26,452; lives 69 and 70 
IONARY LIFE INTERES 
LIFE POLICY for £1,000, with profits ; life 65. 


T in and Beversion to £10,000 


ir names 


31, to send their 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gasette.—Frivay, June 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LimiTEpD 1n CHANCERY. 


jsovo-CoLostaL Propuce henwve, Liurtep—Petn for winding up, presented June 22, 
Mirected. to to be h . $ 


eard July 7. Lea, Queen Victoria st, 


ring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon @ 


BANKS: Fusrn00r Construction SyNDICATE 
June 23, to be heard July 7. 6 


pamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 6 
Bsxuam & Co, Luitep—Petn for winding up, presented Jw 
the Court House, 20, St Peter’s chure 
use , Lothbury, solors for 
above-naln ~~ ‘later _—_ 60 ive —— 
in Copper Mines, Limitep.—Petn for win 
= Bradley , Gracechurch st, for 


‘tner. 


mry & Co 


heard Jul 
Duals of of appearing must reach the above-named not eater than 6 o'clock in 
rn afternoon of July 6 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—F ripay, June 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayvuwarp, Ann, Northcote rd, Walthamstow, 
gan > 


Draper 
urt Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
wa, JoHN Epwarp, Mexbrough, Yorks, Coal Dealer 


Lunrev—Petn for Nc reg A gro 
Bower & Co, Breams bidgs, In, for 


"ecabenen, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 


yard, Derby, July. ae at 11. 
No.ice of 
e afternoon cf July 6 

We, socal Jame directed to be 


26. 


Hatwarp, Cotz & Tuompsox, 
before July 30, to send their names 


for liquidator 

Patent Streriisep Casx Co, 
send their names and 
Pasfield, 6, buke 

Porytoy & Co, Lnntep— 


solor for Notice of 


must reach the 


20, directed to be heard at 
Abrahams & Co, 
appearing must reach the 


ph mg = wane 


Bwa ANSEA org ete a 
send their and 


, Huddersfield, solors for 











Rawies, Ricnarp, Staplers, nr Newport, x “ Dairy 

Farmer Newport Pet June 24 On June 
Bohon PetJune 2% Ord June 24 | 

Ricuarbs, Josgra Peter, Tied Fitter Bir- | 

' mingham Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Roserts, Anravr, Gt Pn - aa Clothier Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June 12 

Rosertsox, Ernest ney Stafford, Licensed Victualler 
Stafford Pet June 2z Ord June 22 

Reemseny Wiiiam Gesee, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 


a on Bryant, & Co, sss and the partic 
, 64, Wool Exchange, 
Kine or THE Hitis Gotp Mrxise Co, alten nem 
and addresses to Chas. ne 6, Drapers’ gdns. 


names 
Watuis Cuioring Synpicate, 
their and 


, and the 

Smith, Moorgate station chmbrs Scott 
London Gozette.—Tvrspay, June 30. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


claims, to John Chapman, 129, Edmund st, Birmiagham 


he 4 
for June BS. directed to 
AG Sle Oy gh eCRADR ele fr pene." Natno 
\bove-named not 
SociétE DE Noovaavrés P a. L' Lypustaie TExtize, 
i Pepper, 
names 
Roberts, 102, Oxford st, Swansea 
F D, 
and addresses, and 


,. C. Lane Andrews, Wadhurst Aitkens & 


a guid oe 
required, om or before Aug 
on or before 


me of their 


Luurep iv CHANCERY. 


Lurep (1x Toaempeseen) —Cosliiess are ee 
, Birmingham, solor 


July 31, to 
oF elnian, to Joesph 


be heard at 


lane Gee ae are req 
and the particulars of their 


Se ee eee * 
Texti1e, Loarep—Creditors are 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts 


mrt Creditor before A 12, to 
on or 
=e debts or claims, to John 


the particulars of 


the peau 


Reeves, Jaues, Bolton July 10 at 3 19, Exchange st, 
| Rosrxsox, Witt1am Carey, Bradford, Grocer July 6 at 3 
Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
‘Bradford, House Furnisher July 6at 3.30 
29, ‘Tyrrel Bradford 
) ouN, Victualler July Gat 11.30 


Sovgam, Lzonagp Josern_ Corrixe, Old st, Veneer 
Merchant July Sati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


| Rozsvck, 
Of 


Scruttes, 


Bat 
Bhetticld Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Bovrron, > Dalton in Furness, Lancs, Joiner 
Barrow in Furness Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Brooxs, A H, Leyton, Essex, Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet June 2 ‘Ord June 23 
Bnooxs, Henry Jonx, Lakenham, Norwich, Butcher 
Norwich Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Baoouz, GEORGE, = ote, Norfolk, Glass Dealer 
Norwi Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Brows, WALTER Georce, Leicester, Contractor Leicester 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Cuszy, Jonx, Kilburn, Tobacconist High Court Pet | 
June 3 Ord June 23 
Cianx, J, Manor Park, Essex, Builder High Court Pet 
April 20 Ord June 33 
Coox, Husert Tuomas, Croydon, Property Dealer Croydon 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Dawe, Tuomas, Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher Truro Pet 
June 23 Ord June 23 
Dickivson, SterHen Wipprineton, Catterick Bridge, 
nnkeeper Northallerton Pet June 23 Ord FIRST MEETINGS. 
Evaxs, Witu14m, Merthyr Tydfil, Wheshysigns Merth Ayiwarp, Axx, Walthamstow, Draper July7at1 Bank- 
Tyafil Pet June 23 "Ord June 2: oa ruptcy bldgs, 
¥axca Bros, Wimbledon Park, Builders Wandsworth Pet | Bannister. Jonny, Sout , Licensed Victualler July 
May 26 Pet June 28 8at3 Off Reo, te st, Southampton 
Towner, Freprnicx, Sheffield, Spring Knife Whetter meme Marks, ng Ppealers’ 
Sheffield Pet June 24 Ord June 2 24 } July 6 at 12 "om Ree 4, Castle pl, Park st, Ni 
Goopwix, Tuomas, ht, hest Pianoforte | Borromtry, WILLIAM, Blackburn July 6 at 11 Off Reo, 
Manchester Pet June 22 Ord June 23 14, Chapel st, 
a Whitechapel rd, Picture Frame Maker ' Brooxs, A Leyton Provision Dealer July 10 at 
July 7atll Bank- 


re Essex, 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 2 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
s, Evetyn Wituiams, 8t Helens, Lancs, Printer | Cassry, Jon burn, 
Liverpool Pet June 24 Ord June 24 | -Fuptey bidge, st 
Howes, Epwarp, Norwich, Jeweller Norwich Pet June | Cave, —_ w , Northampton, Fish- 
% Ord June 23 monvger July 6 at 11.30 Rec, Bridge st, North- 
Hoop, Henny, Gateshead, Cabinet Maker Newoastle on ampton 
Tyne Pet June23 Ord June 23 Crank, J, Manor Park, Essex, Builder July 10 at 12 
Howantu, James Aupext, Littleborough. nr Rochdale, Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
B Rochdale Pet June 24 Ord June % | CLARKE, peRick, Manea, Isle of , Cambridge, 
Tunixoer, , Cant, Dowiais, Glam, Jeweller Merthyr Tydfil Labour July 15 at 10.15 Off Reo, 5, Petty Cury, 
’ June 
Kzy, ALyaep Tuomas, Nottingham, Carpenter Not Dawson, Joux, Boston, July 9 at 12 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 anal Off Ree, ‘call o Wat a — we 
Kuyer, Wituiam, Sketty, nr Swansea, Glam, Painter | Genaznen Winuam Namen ellington, Salop, Baker 
Swansea Pet June 22 Ord June 22 uly 8 at 11.10 Coun! Office, Madeley 
, Layooox, Cravs, Wilsden, Yorks, Farmer Bradford Pet mk. Cuaru Monumental Mason 
June 23 Ord June 23 July 14 at 11.15 se Rocha, Rochdale 
ARSHALL, Tuomas Joun, Newnham, Kent, Farmer Can- | Hopasox, Evatyx Witwiams, St Helens, Lanes July 7 at 
verbury Pet June 19° Ord June 10 12 Off Reo, iotoria st, Liverpoal 
Mitxn, Reoixatp pe Lacy, Wood Dalling, Norfolk, Inn- | Some Warren Baan perma een, Fost, Grocer 
keeper Norwich Pet June 22 OrdJune July Tat ll Off Reo, ‘ouse ln, 
Motryaux, Josrr re, St Helens, Lanca, Builder Liverpool | Kenyox, Epwarp, Licensed Vio- Pet 
June 4 Ord June 22 vualler J July 6 at 11.30 Of Reo, 14, Chapel st, | Kev, Aur 
Moxpey, eS *K, Weymouth Dorchester Pet June 5 ham Pet 
| Laveoo Lie ny Wilsden, Yorks, Farmer July TatS Off | Krnxea, Winia 
st, Bradford Pet June 


une 24 
Moons, Teemane, Blackheath, Staffs, Butcher Dudley st, 
prarenst See Wate July | 
6 at 10.90 it Ree, 4, Chapel 
Nexpuam, Auraxp, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet June 22 
J one ny OR Mens ka. Goapele | 
Aberavon Pet June 23 Ond June 23 I ui 
Pass, Antuvn Joux, King’s Heath, Worcester, Kstate 
Rapvox, Banger Rowanp, North Shields, Cycle Agent 
Parscorr, . Lowton, Lance, Foreman Gardener 
leweastle on Tyne Pet June 29 Ord June 22 


Pet June 22 Ord J 

as Esyoca, Bradford. House Furnisher Bradford 

et June 22 Ord June 22 

sure, Davin, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet June 2% Ord 
une 24 

Sounam, Leoxarp Josernx Corrine, Old st, Veneer 
Merchant Court Pet June 6 Ord June 22 

Spicer, Frank Carre, Lee, Keat, Greenwich Pet 
June 18 Ord June 23 

Tuomas, Wittiam Henry, Hoel-laethog, nor 
Collier Cardiff Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Titz, Fareprerick Ricnarp, Orpington, Kent, Potato 
Merchant Colchester Pet March 23 Ord June 19 

iterer 


Bryncethin, 


Turyer, Epwarp Aston, 
ham PetJune22 Ord June 22 
Wuirs, James, Wi Mertbambertend, 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Wituiams, Jonny Rees, Cardiff, Ironmonger 
Pet May 15 Ord June 22 


he sm ie 
sisting of @ 
per annum, 
its, June 18, 








rder of the 
2,500 Five 
ary Stock. 
3, valuable 
perties for 
rs, Means 


Fosrsa t 
oT annum, 








June 23 Ord June 23 
WSKRTY, Percy Epwanrp, ween, Solicitor Dor | 
Pot June 18 Ord June 24 Ba fe, Albert eo July 8 at 3 
June 22 Oxuey, Tuomas, } Lancs, Power Loom 
Newarnny, Jamns, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed Victualler 7 Overlooker 
*peaton 
OmMAN, Hewry Manx, Clerkenwell, Working Jeweller | Pickuxs, Wruttam, Nelson, Lancs, Coal Dealer July Tat ll | Manama 
Court Pot June 28 Ord June 92 4, pel at, Preston 
Parsoort, Jamra, Lowton, Lancs, Gardener July 6 at 2.90 Mien, Reermasp Ds Lacy 
n Birmingham Pet June 23’ Ord June 98 9 hange 
"E, + erent Hill, Draper Greenwich Pet June 8 Moors, 
Juno x July @ at 11.90 piste gE st, Newenatle on +e 
ton Pet June 22 Ord June a2 Resp, Rovaat Wary, Bu ~~ Cycle 
» Baxest Epwanp, North Shields, Cree Agent ed July ® at 12.90 Se be 4 and ‘eat wt, 
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Hevyenst, Jauzs, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
j Pet Juue23 Ord June 23 
Nommax. Hexry Marx, Clerkenwell, Working Jeweller 


Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
nur Tih eels 


Reep, Roszert Wuitey, B le Marsh, , Cycle 
Pet June3 Ord June 23 
Reeves, James, Bolton Bolton Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


Rosinsox, Writtam Caney, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
‘Rosrxsox, wes A meusr, Hornsey High Court Pet 


Rocesrs, Anna oll Furniture Dealer’s 
N ttinghoes “Bot May 27 Ord June 20 
aire. Davin, Leeds, Dyer Pet June 2% Ord 
une 24 


“ie Aysprew Suarp, North Shields, Northumber- 
— Proesist Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 7 Ord 


Wise P a ag Watkins i, ‘West Kensington High 
Court Pet Ma: Ord J 


Wart, James, Wallsend, ‘Nort Northumberland, Undertaker 
Newcastle on Tyne Pét June 23 Ord June 23 
Lendon Gazette.—Tuzspayx, June 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apcock, Frepgrick, Melbourne, Derby, Baker Derby Pet 
June 2% Ord June 25 
Dealer in Jewellery Birming- 


Ord as 
i Miller Hastings Pet June 11 


ston, 
Coos, Faxyy 


Crocker, Cuaries Boapen, 
Pet Fume 2 Ord June 2 
, Fish Dealer Birmingham 


Davos, Warren, Gt Grimsby Pet June 2 
Ord June 


Drerte, Faarx, Fruiterer’s Assistant Bir- 
mingham “Pet Juneae Ord June 36 
Evaxs, Le Tuomas ay Bhyl, Flint, Accountant 


June 26 
Fraxxs, Waa, Wednesbury, B Builder Walsall Pet 
Juve 25 Ord June 25 
Forsz, Water as Hove, Baker [Brighton Pet June 
2 Ord June 27 
Cement, ee, Brabourne, Kept, Farmer Canter- 
bury Pet June 2% Ord June 26 
Ginsox eee Builder Exeter Pet June 12 
] 
Coline, Lancs, Tripe Dresser 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 


Haprizexp, Wi1114m James, Putney, Joiner Wandsworth 
Pet Jane 25 Ord June 3 
ao Grors a oe Datker Bedford Pet 
H seo tien ont Aone Rr Tx Blackpool, 
Bo THUR ‘CHAED ee 
“Tailers Preston Pet J Ord June 


‘une 8 
Isaac, Jonx Epwazp, Loddiswell, or Plymouth, Miller 
Pet May 20 Ord Junel7 


Curruey, OLiver, 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26” 
Cleethorpes 


Greexriztp, WItLiAn, 


Jos.ix, Water Bessamuix, Kingston Hull, Builder 
re aie Pet June 26 June 26 
Keeiixe. ILLIAM OMAS, 
Jane 2 Ord June 27 . 
Kers, Avevstvs Epwazp, Streatham, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet June 2 


Wi1ax Joux, Brixton Bamet Pet May 14 
Mone, Ws ee Builder Merth 
aLLI 
‘Pet June 6 ¢ mets Ont Jane 38 of 


Manchester, Boot Factor Man- 
chester oan fey 19 Ord June 16” 
. —, Lincoln, Tailor Lincoin Pet June 25 
ore, Canons Bicuazp, Throwley, Kent, Carrier 
as Pet June2? Ord June 27 : 

‘mtu1as George, = Beker Swindon 

ee ime bo aga Se - 

es oT Ost Jane Man 
Chemist Bolton Pet June % Ord dune - 


Scopes, Tuomas Epwazp, brighton Surgeon 
BeGectus Ascas, Moukion, tae of Thanet, Kent 
~ Witasan ’ ’ 

= Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Trraes.zion, Wiiiism Caceres, 

High Court Pet Jume27 Ord June 27 
ADELEGTOS, > Cardiff 
Pet June 2 Ord June 5 
Wut, Jonx, Durham Stockton on 
Pet June 2% Ord June % 

W1212m8, Tnouas Moznis, Pracd st, on, Provision 

_ Dealer Ebgh Court Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


~- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Melbourne, Derby, Baker July 9 at 2 
nom tae 47, Pail “ 


Sous Morwies; Butcher July Sat12 Off 


re 
nie ae Norfolk, Giass Dealer 


pray ati at, Norwich ae ook 
Contractor July 6 a 
pee Ot tee 1 Dervis pi, Lora, Or 


“t) Penzance, Butcher July Gat 12 Off Rec, 





Everitt, -_ — Tailor July 8 at 12 Off Rec, 


Sheffie 
Featurrstoxe, George, Ebberston, Yorks,Farmer July 8 
at4 Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborovu 
Fow es, FREDERICK, "Sheffield Spring Knife etter July8 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree in, Sh 
GtBson, ae, Exeter, Builder July 8 at 10.30 Off 
Ree, 9, Bedford circus, ‘Exeter 
Goopwis, Txomas, Longsi ht, Manchester, Pianoforte 
Dealer July 10 at 2.30 ff Rec, st, Manchester 
Hanrtitt, ALFRED JOHN, Wolverhampton, Plumber July 
8 at 12.30 Off Rec, Wol olverhampto: 
Harvey, Harry, Oxford, Bookseller aly 9 at 11.30 1, St 
Aldate’s, ord 
~— Hewry Gateshead, Cabinet Maker July8at12 Off 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Senta, yA Eastwood, Notts, Grocer July 8 at 
3.30 Flying Horse Hotel, Nottingham 
Kui —_ Witu14, Sketty, nr "Swansea, Painter July 10 at 
Rus, Seense, Weatlogn Mes Dae Se 
=. ‘OMAS, am ler 14 at 11.15 
unty Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, i 
ee Cuartes Avucustus, Hemel Hem » Herts 
Hosier July 10 at 


July 9 at 12 B. beg © 

Lzvixsoy, Henry surer. 
1230 Off Rec, Red House, Dakomnbe ah Kose 

eres Tuomas i Newnham, owe eal July 
16 at 9. Off Rec, 68, Castle st. Canter! 

Matters, . Hewry, Watford, Herts, 3. Assistant 
July 9 at 3 Off Ree, 14, ‘ord ro # 

Miiter, Reetvatp Dr Lacey, Wood Tee iene agen 
Innkee July 8 at 12.30 Off Rec 


Sesee a, Blackheath, Staffs, Butcher July 8 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhamp' Res Dudley 

Mourrett, Levi, Bexhill, tBuilder aly 14 at re County 
Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, 

Neepuam, ALFRED, atll Off Réc, 
22, Park row, 


Ha 
b Butcher July 

Newserry, James, Aberavon, = 9 : aeeeiter July 10 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 

Osporne, THOMAS, Stoke Newington, Builder. July 10 at 12 

P Mo q D: Cc pod Bryn Car. 

RITCHARD, Davip CHARLES, Gwyn, Lianrug, - 

narvon, Farmer July 8 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, East- 
gate row, Chester 

RoperrTson, Ernest Evwrx, Stafford, Licensed Victualler 
July 10 at 11.45 1, Martin st , Staffo 

Suiru, Davib, Leeds. Leeds, Dyer iene 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


Staffs, Plumber 
Dalles 8 at 10.30 of. en 199, 10 Woletta ie st, 
SouTHoy, + Wncam, meg po 7 "~ ana 
July 9 at 12.30 24. Ral 
Spicer, Frayxx Carus, Lee, Kent er Sar we at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Tz, Freperick Ricwarp, b. 
Merchant July Sat 11 Cups otel, Co! 
Waite, James, icndierd, Undertaker 
Jaly 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


row, 
Surra, Bamvgt, Lower Go: 


Kent, Potato 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 53s.. 
post-free (63 Nos. 1902-3). Soxtcrrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 268. 6d. ; Country, 288. 6d. ; 


Foreign, 318. WESKLY REPORTER, in 
Wrapper, 26s. 6d.; Country or Foreign, 
28s. 6d. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 58. 6d. 


REEVES & TORNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Abraries Valued or Purchased, 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


3, Bream’s Buildings. Chancery Lane, £.C., 
FORMERLY OF 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CABEY STREET. 








AST SURREY WATER COMPANY 
SALE OF ORDINARY SH SHARES BY TENDER, 
Norice 1s HEREBY GIVEN x that it_is the intention of 


said Coy = to SELL by TENDER EIGHT HUNDRY 
ORDIN. HARES of £10 each of and in the ag 
Surrey Water Com 


The last day for riot reception of Tenders will be —_ 
the 28th day of July —¢ at Twelve o'clock at noon, 
Forms of tender, with particulars of sale and co: 
of tender attached, can be had upon application at th 
Company’s Office, Redhill, Surrey. 


By Order 
"R. DOWNES, Secretary, 
Redhill, Surrey, 27th ie 1903. 


M&. F, F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continns 
to armen for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL ani 
——— IATE aiodies, oa oe : perme by 

—Particulars on application, personally or letter, 

Chancery Lane, W. : om 


| Figuten — Solicitor, age 33, with all-reud -round 

experience, desires Conveyancing. or General Clerk. 

ship; hard worker ; moderate salary ighest references— 

ee aD save ot “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ Office, 27, Chancery. 
e, 


;|] BOLICrITOR (B.A., LL.B. Cantab, 
Managing Olek B with several years’ experience a5 

Clerk, Desires Re-engagement in good (mp. 
mn Office, with a view to Partnership; age 9; 
Eastern —, oe. —J. C. Ray, Hemley Rectory, 
Woodbridge, 8 


.O ARTICLED CLERKS.—Mr. Willi 

Gates, Jun. (Honoursman and Prizeman), Prep 
Candidates for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate 
Examinations by Post; payment —_——_ dependent @ 
success.—For further particulars and terms apply 23, Scho. 
hill, Lewes, Sussex. 


A GENTLEMAN (young or middle »& 

Required, with £1,000 or £2,000 to invest in an esi 
lished — to e up the position of an atir 
Working Director; the highest social and commeni 
references requ given; only principals or the 
solicitors dealt with, as a rigid investigation is requin 
and courted ; investor must be prepared to reside abmai; 
an opportunity. for a young man of ability to be rarely me 
with.—Reply, in first instance, with reference, to Box &, 
44, Chansesslene, Ww.c. 


a bg in City, a Clerk, with fair Con- 
veyancing as ry willing to undertake aon 
duties; salary according to age and ability.—Apply, by 
letter 2 Brg R. & B., 2, Walbrook, E.C. 


ADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS and 
SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 188), 13, 
Regent-street, W.—Resident, Daily, and Visiting Gover- 
nesses, Lady Professors and ‘eachers, Répétitrices, 
Chaperons, Companions, Lady Housekeepers (English ant 
Forei, Youn) introduced for British Isles and Abroad ; Schools 
ucational Homes recommended 


























ACKWARD CHILDREN. — A Iady, 
oniies qualified, and with long practical rye 
of teachi 4 backward children and those 
feeble — ey capacity, has started (near Edin 
small Private Boarding School, and will be gid to emda 
with Parents or Guardians of children requiring 
care and tuition. Vacancies for Three Pupils. Speci 
method for developi maetet articulation and speech. 
Highest medical ere! Prospectus. — Miss H, 
“ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chaneury-tane, Ww.c. 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 








8. a. 
Abstracts Co; - 0 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts 2 3 per 20 folios, 
Round Hand . O 2 per folio. 

Deeds Abstracted ~ & ? per sheet. 

Full Copies see o0e . Oo r folio. 
PAPER seem, 1d. ~~ sheet; Draft, 4d. ditto; 

Pa ——, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM; 13, Ch "Chichester-rents Chancery- 
ne, W.C 





Be oe ROW. First Floor Offices to be 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


South ings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


twill At 





CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
: ° L on the minimum monthly balances, | 
°o ° 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
on Deposits, repayable on demand. 23 ‘Ie 
° sTooxs AND SHARES. 
and Shares purchased 
The AIK BECK ALMANACK, with full particulars; 
post-free. 
C, A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Di 
Tedephone No. 5 Horpo 5 pe 


when not drawn below £100, 
and sold for customers, 
Teegraphic Address ; 5 Lowpor.” 





4 Tuvurcoop & Marrin, Surveyors, ¥, 
y-lane, 


ee of OFFICES to be Let; sper 
nged ; electric li At, ith, strong-rooms, and abso 
lutel age quiet yer a ren ion £40 per annum. Ae 
AC som, ident Manager, Clement’s-inn (next 
Coute wil e 


“ADVERTISER is open to Purchase Few 

Hundred Shares in a sound established Company, 
either Mining or Industrial, payi 
be cheap; no abteation to unquo 
Horncastles, Cheapside. 


£500 
on 004 eehold or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 


pr tang / peels Li fe Interests, or other eligibl Securities, 
Weeklies not entertained, Not trust funds. —- Appy, 
Wiuasan P. Mack, Bes.. Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, 
Winchester-treet, om, E.C, 








good dividends; mus 
Address, Su Ages, a 








to £25,000, or Upwards.—Loans 
t mortgage can be immediately 
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